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¢
OVERSIGHT HEARINGS ON THE TMPACT AID LAWS.
AND TENTIMONY,ON H.R. 5181 .
,

THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 27, 1975 !
*
Tlovst or REPRESE NTVTIVES., SUBCOMMITITL ON
Frestesgaey, Seconnay. asb Vocarionar ot earion
ot Conrrrer on Eptovios awn Lanon,
' Washington, 100",

The snbeommittee met at 9:15 am,, pursuant to call, in room 2173,
Ravburn Tonses Ofice: Bailding, Hon. Carl D, Perkiys {chairman
of the commuttee) presiding. .

Present : Represeptatives Perkins, Ford, Meeds, Chisholm. Leloman.
Risenhoover, .\..IHIAQ'. Zefevettiy, Miller,  Mott!,- Thally Quire. and
Goodling.

Statt menmbers present s John Koo Jennings, connsel of the subeoni-
mittee and Christophey Crossc minority senior edneation speeialit.

Clmirman Perkiss. The Subeommittee on Elementary, Seeondary.
and Voentional Edueation i< holding a hearing today to oversee the
implementation of the amendments to the impact aid laws which were
adopted in the Fducation "Amendments of 1974, Public Law 93-380. -

Our prime pnrpose in conducting this hearing is to ascertain from
the administration how far long it is in implementing those wmend-
ments, whether it anticipates any, additional costs in the program dne
to these amendments, and what sections of the amendments it sees
as needing corrective. technieal changes.

In addition to testifving today it is my understanding that the ad-
ministration woull like to present us with its new proposal for amend-
tng the impact aid bws,

We will also be hearing today from various Members of (ongress
and from administrators of school districts receiving impact aid

Our first witnes< this morning is the Honorable Pete V. Domenici of
New Mexico,

TESTIMONY OF HON. PETE V. DOMENICI. A 1.S. JENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF NEW MEXICO, ACCOMPANIED BY DR. LARRY
HUXEL, ASSISTANT CHIEF. PUBLIC SCHOOL FINANCE DIVISION. ¢
DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE AND ADMINISTRATION. STATE OF

_NEW MEXITO

Senator l’(».\l?‘“\'l%l. Thank vou very much, Mr. Chairman.
Mr, Chairman ahd committee members. I greatly appreciate this
opportunity to spetd a few moments with you. J won't take long.

(1)




9
. ,
Plhoove with Yoo Droodan ey Hhaxe !l assstan® choef Pablie School 1o
nance Deosion. for techimeal que M ‘

Mo Clinrman, wen New Mexico love implemented whagt s been
acknow ledged :l\l)n/ul the finest coquahization plans tor phhe schond
financie i the country.

We thirk we have retoved the me aquities whoech formerly resnlted
in property weatth diferences among local <chool distrnete,

No longey .m-llnl lrenin New Mexico penaboed nothe e edueational
opportonities due to the wealth of ther partienlar community,

At the ~same e News Mexieo provides for the varving e ceds of
chliven through the use of higher weights for eneh Chnld partic ipating
1ehiteher cost programs such As spes l‘l| and voeational edueation,

One concern at this time s the use of Pubhie Taw =T fods, New
Mevico does inehide l’nl»ln- Law 874 funds in its equalization progea
Foxclusion of Pubhiec Law STEH revennes ereates the |)('ll\\ and valld
characteristie of gross «llqu ahization, The ¢ xpgrts in the State l)l\ 1-
=10 ok Public School Finance feel an equitable equalization plan
%m{l Jaké into account these funds,

erince Tast Octoher our officials from Newv Mexico have been work-
ing closely with officials from other States and the U.S0 Office of
Teation to dedelop rational gnidelines for cqunlization programs.

Howeveér, over t||1\ period 0‘1 Fmonths there have been ap ])U(\m]\'
Dithenlties in (’(‘Hlll" l]( Ainitive answers to specific qmmrmns which is
basically the reason we are here today and which Funderstand from

“the chinirman’s introdtictory remarks is the hasic reason for the
Yearinge, , o , S~

Weoare (:nnh(l( nt that New Mexico can meet any reasonable eriteria
for financial dguatizition. So we are not hese s a State that doesn't
think we have suth a plan norcan we aqualify under any reasonable
eefinition, " .

Oualifving within the egmalization plan auidelines will allow New
Mexico to utilize Public Law ST revenues in our plan.

There is no major coneérn on onr part with this seetion of fhe law
or the guidelines currently being discussed by the US0 Oftice of

+ Tdneation,

Onr primary concern ix with the interpretation of thie Meeds  amend-
ment by the U.S0Offiee of Fdueation in the determination of the pro-
portion of Public Law ST revenues which miay he ineluded by a State

»anats equalization progran.

[ understand the New Mexico officinls hive receiye '« no satisfaction

o inoworking with the Ofhice of Fdueation on this issne in attempting

to develop reasonable eriteri: .

The issue centers on the Keinition of “local revenne™ ad ntilized
within the biw as it pevtains to Pablic Taw ST1 funds Specifivally
the gquestions the inclusion or exelngion of debt serviee revenue w lthln
the definition of “loenl u\(-nu? 1. v .

The State of New Mexico atenes and urges that Jdebt serviee has no
vational relationship to Public Las 871 funds and should therefore
bo exchuded,

Public Law STE funds<, as we in New Mexico uniderstand, were in-
tetdded to help offset the loss of property tax sevenne for the enrrent
oxpenditures of publie schools. Current expenditures; as defined by

ERIC . ‘ o

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




®
3 .
- N A}
Public Taw sT4 itself exeluded débt service revenue The tnpnt data ©
utilized to caleulate l’nl;_ljvl}:n\' 874 allocatjons exclude gebt serviee
revenue, » -

Public Taw 71 i< nnrelated to debt serviee. Public Law 815 was de-
signed amd i< intendled to provide funds fn;;almil(ling construction on,
Federal propeigy. ' ”

Debt serm u-v{’.nu] Publie Law S15 do have a rational relationship.

Jut onr concern today is Pablie Law 87 not Public Law =15,

With no evident rational relationship between Publie Law 871 and |
debt serviee, why is there now an apparent desire to tie the two to-
gother thereby lowering the proportion of Publie Law 874 which conld .
be ineluded by a State inan bqualization plan?

To date no direet answer has been provided to us by U8, Office of
Fdueation personnel. C

It is apparvent. however, that part of the vrpblem and probably most
of the problem is that some States have utilized Public Law 874 funds
for ebt serviee when they could not receive aid througlh the fegitimate
avenue of Public Law 815,

There would seem to be a push to distort Public Law K74 since
there has been a problem with Public Law K15 funding. :

It would seem the mere logical approach woukd be to correct de:
ficiencies in Publie Law 815, 1f that is indeed where the problem’ lies. .

Typical State school finance plans treat current operational ex-
penditures and debt service as Jdistinet entitios, Withont a doubg this
fact accounts in part for the existence of two Federal laws regarding
impact aid, one, Publie Law 874, for current expenditures and the
second, Public Law 813, for building construction. The two phases of
school financing are separate and we believe should be handled that
way. )

“Iyocal revenue™ in the Meeds amendment langnage pertaining to .
the use of Public Law 874 revenue shontd be definedsas “the revenue
produced by local sehool taxes levied for earrent exprenditures of the
- public schools.” ,

This type of language is directly related to the “in lieu of local
property tax” nature of Public Law 874 and takes into account the -
vast majority of loeal revenues utilized by public schools to meet their «
current expenditures. : .

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, T thank vou for put-
ting me first on the list of witnesses and giving me this opportunity
to make this brief statement., E . .

¢ I dohave New Mexico's expert here if vou care to ask liim what the
effect of our equalization plan would be. - ;

(hairman Perkins. It is my understanding of the Meeds amend-
ment that it wonld consider only current expenditures and not debt
service and capital ontlay,

But I defer until the gentleman from Washington arrives in con-
nection with pursuing that question,
Let me ask vou for vour interpretation. : .
Mr. Huxgn. Yes, sir, our interpretation was justgthe same as yours,
Mr. Chairman.
~"I'n that since Public Law 874 is related directly to the current.ex-

penditures of the public schools that when we are defining the local

’

‘

Q o
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revenues we are tatking only of curnt expenditures and only that
. whieh is produced by a tax fovy with the parpose of current expendi-

tures thereby excluding such other revennes s carnings from invest -
ment, fees from patrons, those types of revenues <honld also be

¢ exehuled .

Charrman Prpxive, Mo Goodiing. any guestions

» Mo Gooprsa, Nothing at this tine,

Chairman Prrsovs, My, Simon / .

My, Sisox, Senator - and 4 forget the other gentleman’s name,

Mv. Hexer Huxel, Larry Taxel,

Mr. Siyox. Just 4 very general question about impact aid in your
State, My observation ina very limited way is that impact aid figt of
alt has this Hability. that somotimes it helps wealthy districts that
really don’t need some assistanee.

The other thing that concerns e anh Fam from a rural srea in
sonthern Hlinois -is toat sometimes it sectns to help areas of urban
poverty of ?«-('(l but not rural areas of need.

Fam for helping ome urban areas of need. But Fam akso for balane-
ing, : :

Iam i(nsr CUrlons as to yonr observations in the State of New Mexico,

MroHexen, Yes, sir, vour pyints are quite ool in that the reason
thaf a State wnst have an oqnuMW-plnn and nfust meet the criterin
for an equalization plan s that it takes into acconnt the needs of all the
school digtricts and all the students within that State,

And so0 to muke the point that you bhroucht out, the State’s plan
wonld have to reknowledge hoth the needs of the urban and the rargl, '

And if the State plan does that then the State conld and mnst inour
opinion take into consideration Public Law 874 fiinds to help meet the
cost of that identitied need within the State plan,

. But the first kev is to have an equalization plan withpn the State
. which is indeed an equitable plan which meets the II(M:‘Uf all the
students, ‘
' MroSooN. And vou find in the State of New Mexico if Tmay pur-
sye—that in vour State plan vou do not tind mequities i distribut i /
Mr, Hexen, HE we had not gone to the equalization plan 1o preface #
» that, prior to quatization plan we (i have grossinequiities whepe
‘ some schgat™districts who were the rich in property were also rich in
, Public Thw 8T1so that we crented the peaks,
+ There Were also other school districts that wore poorin property and
hasl no 8714, ) '

“Sowe had gross inequities hetween the fwe. . .

Then we moved to an equalization plan where we identifiod the needs

’ of students by a number of criteria which addressed hoth the urban and
riral, the Indians, Spanish of onr State and tried to do what we feol
IS gvery creditable job of establishing a need basis, .
. %mm there we Jook at the sources of rovenne that a school distriet

© has, botli the loeal propertyand Public Law s7TE And <inee the two iare
essentiadly offsets—the Publie Law i lien of a loeal property tax
we treat the two i aw identicab imanner in our phan,
. MrrSowox, Thank von very nuieh, )

Let me add just one other worl, [ like the State of Now Mexico. the
way vou blended the three cultures there is amagnificent thing,

[

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




. oY s

e

I an pleased to hear yon say v hat yoirare dorig i the schoal sy~
tenn e, d
Chabrman Progiss, MY Miller?
Me M No gquestions,
Chatrman Prssi s Moo Mot -
M Mo Mr Clanrman, noque G
Chairman Presass, I want to thank vou gentlemen very nch for
vour appearanee here this mornimg.
Senator Doan sier, Fhank vou M Chadrman,
Mr, e xen, Thank yvon,
Chairman Perkive We now Lave a couple of Congressmen, the
onorable Andrew J. Hinshaw of California and Mr. Burgener,
. Will vou grentlemen come up at thist e
Just go right ahead.

TESTIMONY OF HON. ANDREW J. HINSHAW, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA, AND HON.
CLAIR BURGENER, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS FROM
THAH STAT%—OF' CALIFORNIA

Mr. ITissiaw. Mr, Chairman, my nawe 1s Andrew Tlinshaw, T am
a Congyessiman from California. Sitting beside me s Clair Burgener,
also of California, _

We are Congressmen in two districts which are contignons in the
southern California area of Orange County and San Diego County.

There are three school Jistricts which arve atfected, Then in addition
to that there is a school distriet whicl is affected inmy own distriet in
Ovange Cofity,

What we would like to do with the ehairman’s permission is to give a
Lrief overyiew of the broader pictnre of section 11 whichis the only
portion we :u-('}xlll(ing abont here. and get into a few of the details,

Mr. Bunoe s Mr. Chiairman, members of the comuniittee, we deeply
appreciate this-opportunity to present what we hope will e a rela-
tively minor problem to the committee but a very major problem to
ourschool districts, .

If you will forgive me if Imake mistakes in numbers - and they cer-
tainly will not be intentional- bt it is my understanding that theve are
come 16.000 school districts in the United States ronghly. There are
some one-fourth of that involved in impact aid. Pubhe Lawr74,

Bt in section T which is the subject to which we address onrselves
today. there are only some 170 in the Nation, which would really b
closer to 1 pereent of the school districts in the Nation. " And of Hlnsﬁ
Mre. Ihinshaw and T hiave three that are most directly affected, ;

Seetion 1 does not have to dp with X\ and B ehilldren who Tive od
whose parents live or we 1 on or off the base. They have to do with r(-:lll
extate. And they have tddo with a majority of the sehpol distriet’s lang
being fn a Federal Fstablishment. v 3

We represent the communities of Oceanside and,Fallbrook and tlje
great Marine hase at Camp Pemidleton is the area in question, i
* Under Publie Liw 95- 350, 1 nnderstand is TLR. 69, we think afdd ye
hope that inadvertently section T1 'S()lll(‘ll()l\' got seriously affeeted :\f‘ul
we dhope unintentionaly sa : . '

. . .
[ ]
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The amount of money 16 funed <eetton 11 at oo pricent swould T
aboat =i mthion, Tt we oot 1t peroent of that money we would e
Lettinge 6 or ST ailhon, ‘ ) .
3 Sothe ones we e tatking ahont i< =1 or =5 nathon. in that tange,

Pt o maorits of that or o byproe part wonld comie to the-e 170 .\1‘]1()1)]
disrrets theouahont the conntry., -
2 Soowhen the Fallbirook School Diatiier for examplie probahly o

Pereent of all the Tand has been acquired by the Federal Governm
stee B wid s the <chool distrier, So bt it e hasic problem,

Moaybe what we are seehing would Fegaire achange o the law, We
(I(lu.'[ Know. We wonhld w-k onr conneel jolielpus Igter an that, It nay
be hevond the capactts of this committee to make the chanoe withow
legislation, We don’t Know that.

So Leadlon MecHinshaw (o give vousonieof the firages,

Thank vou, M, Charnan, o

Chairman Prekiss, Al right. ‘

Mr. Hissiaw, Mre Chaieman, dealing with just seetion 11 only for %
the Fallbrook 1 nion School District, which is an l‘],l‘llll'llf‘ll'.\‘ sthool
DIStEiCt o receive oo pereent of funding they would have received
or hiv e heen réeeiy Iz SHG0 000,

Under-the tier 1 provision of exisrmge faw, 95 5500 they receive
KL, '

Under tier 2 they receive 197,750 for o arind total of 520000,

This means a loss to that selival distriet of S226.000,

When we recognize that the enrolliment inthat elementary <chool is-
trict #2500 <tudents that is an operating bhudgeet for that schodl
district of f3.515000, )

With the loxs of 226,000 inder the changed provisions of seetion 11
that means that is a loss of 6 pereent of the operating hudget, solely to
this provision of the Jaw.

\\'SM'H wego to the Fallbrook Union, High School District o find

crannd total of $265 500, .

Previously at 100 percent it would Lave retained $1{3.000. .

This means there is a loss over the provions vear of $177.000,

In that high. school district they have an enrollment of 1.700 oty
dents, They have an operating hudget of 2 808,000 A loss of S177.000
is 61, percent of the operating Ludget (ne solely to the loss of this
~ection TT money. .

In the Oceanside Kaified Scehool District nnder ‘im; I they woulll
get under the existing Iwes3 12,500, C) -

Unider tier 2084375000 for 0 orant total of 2750.000./

At 100 pereent funding they wonld receive SE250.0000 That means
adoss to thic unified school distr ot of Oceanside of <500.000.

Mec Chairman. T <honld point out that the assessed valie of the land
only at Canp Pendleton, Calif., & Marine base in California which
Mr. Burgendr has indieated was acquired sinee 1933, the total assessed
valie of that land in the <chool diztricts i< over 230 million and there
are 125080 neres on that bhyse. . ‘

We have a tremendons impact on just these three sehool districts, as
vou can see, losing fantastic percentigres of their bidget,

Mec Chairman. T also do not know whether it will require a change
mcthe Taw but it doesn’t weem to e pos<ible that for <uch a <mall frae-
tien of impaet ald the change in the lnw wonld have <gel, 2 deamatie

t

L under tier 1 dhev are getting ST and under tier 2. $155.050 for a
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tupact on sehool dr-teit e arban een - well o~ ool
purad area, 0 . : . : '
=~ M Cholran, Frhank vou for the opporieniy of dppéaraes betoie
Ul coimmittee toda®s T feerely hope that we can =olte the dubeeng
L me o hie - hool distrr T i ro-peet,
‘ Chaanan e, Ler too thani voe costenaon veny el for

Vo appearanoe hore tias o, ne \
Woe vt do o bet to see D we canmot correct o ame of e
e s, - ) ’
M Beersee Thank yons Me Charmn,
- Me Hhrosnaow, ol vou.

Chonr o Prenas <o Oar nest watnessi- the 'n:;nn»ium-rnf | SR NI
tion, D Bell
CGoahead De Bell We wounld Tike for you
vonr prepared statement and g e ns the re
cuthacks and are consudering only current
are o ahead with considering debty-of
Ju<t o ahead.

[ Prepured - tatenlent of TOTE Bell follows

ceneral to (]('I):(NA{I'H'II\
Onhs \\'|1_\' you have l)!n-w
\penditares, whether yon
e and all these thongs,

I'ee oS vENT oF dlov, T L BELL, S Comasatonkir oF FEntoviion,
PyeaiMeng ok TEarn i, Kntoation, aNn Wil b ark

Mr, Chairman and Members of the Committee It is my pleasure h‘]l]n-;.r
before You this morning to review the status of the chirnges in the hopeier Aid=
Program ealled for in L 93 850, The Fdneation Amendiments of 1974 anl ter
disenss the AdmlnistrAtion’s proposed changes in the law for Fiscal Year 1976,

The Ednention Amendments of 1974 have revised sobstantially the Ui w
duthorization lnngnage. Entittement formmins and methods of making padimein<,
are drastically changed. A< o result, what wasoa enmplex law has become evens
more coinplex and eonfustng to borh applieants and adminisirators,

M P1LHLIC LAW %74 IN FEFCAL YEAR 1975

C'Phe major implementation prohlem for Fiseal Yeur 1975 relates to the questian
of/equabizanion, As yon Know, i provision exists in Neetionn Sedosy o 1L ST
which prohibits States from taking hupaet abd payments into considerations

Ahen determining eligibity for, or the nmount of, Stiate fnnding Beeause of thiv
Fprobibition. school districts in some States received payments nupder the State
A oatid program and nuder Lo STH which in some eases result in windrali~, ‘T'e
S connteract the adverse effects of this prohibition Congress has ddded v 1T
93 350 i menns whereby this pruhihirTnn muy in effect be waived inocases where

7 States have i viable equalization program,

Under Seetion 5ed1 030, o State is permitted to take into consideration SAFA
paviments to a sehool distriet in the detérmination «f State abd nnder o State
nid program llmlunql to equalize expenditures among toeal ecdueational ageneies.
The SAFA paymentd may be taken into acconnt i determining relativerresourees
or reliative need for purposes of the Stale aid program but only oto nse the
statutory langnager “in proportion to the slarre that loeal revennes covered
under [the | State equalizationprogramiire of total loeal vevennes™

In order to implement thiz amendment, the Comniissioner s r<-<|niﬁf<l ta pro-
mulgate regniations containmg’ standards for dgetertnining "which progrims of
Rtate aid gqualify for the exception. Members of my ~taff have worked hard te
develop these regiintions from a number of alternative approiches. We st fortl

‘onr tentative npproach tyg the problem in n so-cadled “eoncept paper” which was
<hared and discussed wifh representatives of affected <trte edneationad ageneies,
local edueational agendies, and other juterested persons, as well nsowith inter-
psted congressionnl <t members, W:} are now considering comments received
in connection with Jeafting the actual notice of proposed rulemaking for clear-
ance within the Offiod of Edneation and the Departient,

Under onr currght tiinking, a State aid program would be evaduated under
Sedtion S0dr 12y fn terms of o basic standard which wonld measure the degree
of dispuarity in pbvenue or expenditure per pupil among local eduentional nzen,,

ERIC I .
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tlex in the Ntate, If such disparity w.':s no greater than 20 percent, then the pro-
gram would be deemed to qualify for the exception and SAIA paymepts could
be taken iuto aceount for the affected districts but only in the propostion allowed
by the statute. In the ealculation of the disparity, allowance would be made for

expenditures for children with special educationul needs so ax not to adversely

affect a Ntate aid program which took such needs into account in its distribution
of State aid. If the program did not qualify under #ris so-called “dispavity” test,

but the Rtate ‘could show that the application of that standard to the program \

was inequitable becanse of peculiar circumstances related to expenditures in that
State, then the program might, nevertheless, quality nnder a set of evahiative
criteria which would rake into account siueh matters as the degree of school
revenues equalized, whether education expendituges were predominantly a fune-
tion of schiool district wealth, and the like. Provision, of course, woilld be made
for administrative determinations and hearings. -

In onr reflection on this subject, we have, been guided Yy indications in the

*legislarive history that the Sectinn 51 (31 exception was 1ot to be “widely

Used” and that the -Conrmijsxioner should make “very careful ana dsliberate deter-

" minations” in granting exemptions (H.R. Rept. 93-803, at 42-43J. In addition, .

onr viewx have been refined as a result of ¢omnjents on our concept both from
affected State and local educational agencies and congressonal staff. We will
move ax quickly as we cgreto place in the Federal Register a-notice of proposed
rulemaking which wlll perinit all parties to react formally to dur regulatory pro-
posal. At the conclusion of the rulemaking process. we will be in a posttion to
nutke determinations under Section 5(d) (39, including deterntinations for those
several States which were previously tdind out of compliance with Section
Did)r ), - . N

. o PUBLIC LAW 874 IN 'ms(‘.u, YEAR 1976 -

A number of f)ther important changes are scheduled to go-into effect in FY
1976, These include: . .

Creation of several subeategories of ~*A” children ; - L

Exclusion from A and B categories children whose parents are etmployed out-
side the State of the school distriet (but school districts must continue to survey
andgglaim these children for possible eligibility under one of the hold-harmiless

. cladsex) . s

1

Q
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Counting all children’ whe reside on.Indian lands in the A category regardless
of the employment status of their parents ;

Establishient of new- subcategories for B children to provide varying local
contribution rates for cl‘_ﬂ(lmg who reside on Federal property only, those whose
puarents are employed in the same county as the school distriet, those employed
out of the cu’;mty but in the same State, and those in the Uniformed Services:-

Addition of a payment for handicapped children of parents in the Uniformed
Services in both A and B eategories equal to one and g half times the usual rate
if a special program for their eduea’tional needs is being provided ; .

Provision of three tiers for making payments when appropriations are not,
sufficient to provide full entitiement ;

Aunthorization of payments for low-rent housing children in the first and third
tiers but not in the secdnd. Such paymeants mnst be used for programs and proj-
ects dexigned to meet the special educationual needs of educationally deprived
children from low-income families; N
© Modification and extensxion of assistance for decreases in Federal activities;

New hold-harmless provisions (two-of which begin in FY 1975).

While we Agree with some of these chuanges, and, in fact. inclnde them in our
own bill, we do auticipate major administrative problems with the majority.

Entitlements

I shall try to illustrate the complexities of computing an entitlement for a local
education ageney by referring yvou to the chart we have supplied each member.
"The upper half of the chart shows the various categories of “A"™ children and
entitlement assuming a uniform loedl contribution rate of $500. The lower half
of the chart reveals bsne various “B" categories of. pupils in the same manner.
In thix illustration a s¢hool district would be entitled to the r(ﬁnllnr amotnt tinles
the number of pupils in each category or subeategory. If the district has 25 per-
cent or more of its Average Daily Attendance comprised of “A" category pupils
it is entitled to 100 percent of the local contribution rate of each subcategory
*A" pupil. . !
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It is even parder to determine how much a district shonld receive in_pay ment.
The Act catls for three levels or tiers of fanding, The tiest tier provides for 23
percent the funds for eacl category of entittement including children resuling
11 Io'\\'ﬁ;{n housing. Template No. 1 shows the tigst tier funding. Template No, 2
shows the second tier tundimg Thix is authoerized only it sutticient fands are
‘available to fully fund eacl of the categories, Tiered wonld fund cach catedory
in proportion to the amount of unpaid entitlement if uppgopriations were insutli-
cient to futly fund all entitlements. o R

Estimated requlrements for regular entitlements in Fiseal Year 1976 and the

.~ payment tlers are attached. In order to estimate payment tiers, it was necessary
to place all low-rent housing pupils in the “B” category even though we are
certain that sfume gqualify as “A” students because we believe that xome Uni-
formed Services persenuel and some employees working on Federal property
rexide in low-rent housjng. Although this causes an ‘inaccuracy in the table
showing estitgted entitlements it mway be hecessary to retand all tlow-rent housiug

“pupils in the "B category for both entitlement and payment purposes in order
1o monitor the rynds. -

Another complication in the tracking of funds will occur with the handicapped
child of the Uniform Services parent residing in low-rent housing, or the handi-
capped child of the Uniformed Services parent residing on hudian Tunds,

The table reflects roughgestimates especially of pupils “in-comnty T, cont-of-
county”, and “oul-of-Statgf” We hope to refine gome of the estinntes soon hy
using o newly-created Property Certitication .emunmtml Nystew-- perhaps as
enrly as late Marclh or April.

The amendments ereating new subeategories of A" and "B children present
niijor administrative problems especially with regard to our present antomated
payiment systen. For example, where formerly two compurafions were necessary
to cotnpute entitlements for A7 aud “B7 children, now at least 21 separaie
computations must be made. This Inrgé number is essentiinl in order to treat
the stbentegories differently in the seeimd and third payment tiers, identify
amounts for low-rent and lumdicapped pupils, and determine amounts for use
in the varions hold-harintess provisions, Formerly there was only one additiogal

« pomputation (for protation) rfollowing the entitlement computation. Now there
will he four. one l_'(’;r eacll of the three payment tiers and the total. Morcover,

_+the present computer form whieh details the conputation of entittement. prorated
entitlement, and payment and which x"xent to the applicant alomg with lis
check, to Congress {e tification. and to the Xtates, undoubredly will expand
“from one to two pagesP e compnrter can, of course, accomplish these computa-
tions wirthout difficulty onee it has heen programmed and tested for accumey.
bhut this total process which incindes collection and verification of data aud
processing of applications will make it difficult to pay loeal ediucationnl agencies
on a timely baxis, N

Another action ¢consuming time and manpower will he the necessary explaiiing
to applicants and State Departinents of Edueation hy visit, telephone inguirvy,
and letters, in more detail than can he ‘pru\-i(lwl by a1 computer torn, the basis
of entitletents, payments provided in the varions tiers, amounts provided by
the hold-harmless provisions, and/or reasons fob ineligibility nnder any, of the
provisions, - -

Hold-harmless provisions R

There are four new hold-hiarmless provisions which: .

Guarantee minimumn payment of 80 percent or in eises where 10 percent or
more Federally connected children are involved 90 pereent off previous year's
ponent ta 1 applicants; .

Guarintee minimmn payment of 90 pereent of previons yem's entitlemcnt thy
sehool distriets losing 10 percent or morve Federally connected ehildren doring
FY 1974 and FY 1075 due to deerease or cossation of Federal activities affecting
mi'#ary installations: anpounced after April 16, 1973 .

Guinrantee minimunt payment of 90 percept of previons year's payvient for
SR ¢hildren if the nwmber of ont-of- conunty and out-of-SNtate B ehildren is at

- Teast 10 pereent of total “B” children : hnd ! .

Cuarantee the difference between payment received from an appropriation
chared with low rent housing pupils and 11 pu,\'mmu’ that wanld have been
reesived if the appropriation were not <o shared.

The first two of these provisions are” applicable in Fiseal Year 1970,

Q ‘ l‘i;
ERIC ®

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




S
LA
-

, 10

- -~k

ALl of these provislons present problems. If the tirst hold-harmless was “de-
signed to reduce the hupact of cuanges in entitlement=" o< the Coufercnce Ro-
port states, then it shonld not become effective nnti} 1976 when the major changes
oceur. Since it is schedulad to hecome operative in1977 one might conctude that «
1L war also dexigned as insneance against low levels of funding for “ A" and ©B°
children. For example, an applicant who received a <petial payvinent in 1974 for
o osubstantinl decveas b federally oomnected chnbfemor wenld e nniihely to
reain eligible for another such payment in’ 19735, In this cnse it i< posaible that
he 1975 payinent will be Jess than 80 percent or 90 pereent of the 1974 payment,
Wen anch an applicant would .benetit from the provision, It the inteation was
to fund all such uppli_<~:lli7l1|.~' for several years on this shecial basis, they conld
- e@sily have been included in the second hold-harmiess clanse which proesently

) rdlates 'only ro 1{lilimrfv decreases and which™an be fipded from (he regular
' appropfiation. The first hold-harmless must be fulided separately Trom the

regular approepriation. - ' )

The requirement that estimates for two of the hold-hnrmless provisions Le
furnished wirhin 15 days of a regular appropriution ix anreasonable, It ix hn-
possible to predict the mnnmerous changes in entitiements and then apply all ot
the hold-harmless provisions to each changed entitlement and to other hol
harmiess provisions bhefore all appleations are initially processed. Since finn
repurts aire not due antil September 30 and cannot be folly processed untik the
emd of the next tiscal year, it iy more reasonihle to reguest egtimates for the
hold-harmless provisions ut the end of the first fiscal year following the fiseal

! Year of entitlement. Or, esthnates for about throe-fourths of the school districts

could be rendy by the end of January following the close of the fiseal vear.
However, sueh action dops not permit making funds available to an LEA, if
vequired, in the year of application,

Inequitieq in impact aid S
I addiYion to the administrative problems diseussed above, T think it would
. be useful Yo reiterate this Administration’s concern with the inequities in the
»impact aldy program. The following items are hased upon the findings ot the
Baitelle M&torial Institute Study of five yYears ago. bur, unfortunately, these
conditions remain essentiallty nnehanged and would be only slightly moditied by
the new provisions of 1.1, 933850, S

In general, current hpaet aid payments result in unjustificd payments to mang
school dixtridts. aud thus constitute an inequitable use of Federal funds, The
ma jorsources of impaet aid “windfalls” which still prevail are :

Payments that far exceed' the costs of the locial goverument of cdueating
Federal pupils.

Payiments to disteicts that, even without the Federal assistance, nre wealthy ~
aud well able to suppert their own schools from loeal sources with i lower fay
effort than most districts in the State, ' R

Payvntents based on non-taxability of Federal property whoere activity on that
prgperty generates taxes sutheient to defray the education costs of children of

- pesons working on the property,

bouble payments to districts that receive funds through in-lien-of-taxes pay-
ments or shared revenues and again through impaetaid. ”

Double payments to distrigts that receive funds from their State government - .
on au egnalization farmula,

Higher per pupil payments to rich districts than to poor ones resulting from
the methods used to cRlentate the rate of payment,

Payments based upon childreen who would likely be attending schools there
even if the Federal government had never comme into the district,

Payments that do npt reflect the economic stimulns that the Federal govern-
ment may cause tn a (‘mnuninit,\'.

As o result of such overpayments, disteiets with a large percentfage of fod-
erally-comected students are characterized by lower pupil-teacher ratios, higlher
per impil expenditures. and lower tax rates than districts with less Federal
impact or no tmpact at all,

Theoreticully there shiould be some reduction in the payments to the wea'thier
districts, particularly in the Washington, D.C. area, as a result of new provi-
sions giving no payment to out-of+State “B" pupils, bt the operation of the
variety of-“hold-harmless™ provistons ineluding one directed specifically at that
situation puskh.any real reduction far into the future.

Faciug this kind of inequity in a program which bas continued to grow in
appropriations, the Admilnistration proposes to simplify impaet aid and foeus

El{lC " Lo ) 2
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its benefits. on ouly thoese districts which enn truly I sabd

to suffer n Federal

impact. Our proposal wounld contlnme the pattern wlopted in appropsEiations 1.r

the last several years of giving higher priority to =\

oligibllity based on a KO pervent payment tor heavy impaet
6N percent and it
thns reducing paynents to wealthy school
housing pupils. Morcover, to
payments only where there ix o substautinl fmperet,
s eurrent operating

on percent for other %, B pupils would be paid at
aut-of-State pupils would not quality,
©odistricts, No payments would be tiade for public
mnke certain that”we make
-we propose to dednet five percent of the distriet’s previous yes
expenditures from fts total eliglbitity and pay only
distrlets presently recelve more than five percent of such ex
funds and thus would be eligible for payment in 1976. Qf
receiving impaet aid um»ruxign:ll('l.y
total operating funds fr that souree. In a perviod when
at o premiun, we belig;
s wavings which are now
the program inust he hrot n check.
In conelusion, Mr, Chairman, we believe
cwhich take effect in Y 1976 are extrenely
also note that as a result of the
Federal government fur the
of impaet

ey, But even without

the difference,

2400 Peegive less than 2

St thix progrant s i ogical ¢
the. fiscal constraint we

that the new provisions of .T.
difficult to administer, We would
handicapped and public housing
! first time hax a mandate to check on the utilizition
aid funds at the loeal level, This eliminates ope of the major advantages

pupils by creating an

<A distriers and

About HoO
enses from Pl =74
hie eurrent dlstriets
pereent of their
Federal dollars are
andidate to provide
feel

74

provisions, the

of these funds in the eyes of school administrators- their general purpose use.

We suspeet these may
prograin which moves faraway from the hill's original intent,

We helieve that this prograin has now reached a
administrative ~omplenity, inequities i application,
pose. Only a major pevicion of the program will suffiee.

critienl” point
and ek of clarity of pur-
We nrge thiat you cousider

Lhe the tirst steps in the direction of a full categorieal

in terms of

our proposal and proceed to develop a new Lw which will elianinate or at least

reduce the Jogislative-executive

the past quarter century.
Thank you. Mr. Chdirman.

any questions yomay have. ) \

[N

PUBLIC LAW 81 874 FISCAL YEAR 1976 ESTIMATES

battles which Lave prevailed in this area for

My colleagnes and I will bhe happy to try to answer

Authorization Authorfh{paymems
Average
ADA  rafet Entitlement 1st tier 24 tier 3d tier
Sec 3fa)
JaY1)(A) and (B). nther 16240 NA $9.135.000  $2.313.750 36,470,610 $530.840
A7), untorm servicas 55380  NA 201881000  50.970.250 143.389.5%0 S, 521, 2008
AAN2NRY, special rate 500, 000 125 000 375, 000
IHAWZHCH). handicapoed 5 997,000 1274250 3,582,750 238.000
Jax2)y  (sec  ADHIYAY.
Indians <2280  NA 36,073,000 © 9.018.250  25.370.1%0  1.684.600
Total " 362000 NA 254,886 000 63,721,500  179.190.060 11,976,440
Sec U N i
WD), tow-rent 900,000  $288  299.200.000  64.800.000 194, 400, 000
UMMIHA), 1n-"ouaty o000 288 1m0 172800 45043200 57.6%5.2%6 77, 474, 304
IBX2UBY. out of cornty 62550 256  120.115.200  30.028.800  33.632.2% 26, 454, 104
W, omtarm services 391000 320 125120009 ~ 31280.000  43.792.000 50, 048, 000
dW2NTH) -
Handiapped Outof State ) 3,128,000 782000 1,096,800 1,251,200
(8 foh) i
Total 2 WS NA 697736000 171,934,000 136.174.3%2 179,627, 648
Sec. HCHN2XBY. 59 percent ) . _1.000,000  -250.000 - 320,000 430,000
Sec. 2. real property . 11, 000, 000 2.750, 000 3, 850. 000 4, 400, 000
Sec. 3(e).} decrease 8.600. 000 2. 150, 000 2. 752,000 3, 698. 000
Sec. 4, substantial increase 100. 000 ) 100, 000
Secs. 6 and 402 46,050,000 * 46,050, 000 : ..
Total . 321,646,412 399, 3700088

¢ 1,007,372,000 286,355, 500

) Average 100 parcen! rate equals $690.
* Based on fil fundina.
3 Funded under sec IHK2A).
Should be a separate appropnation.
.
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J TESTIMONY OF HON. T. H. BELL, US. COMMISSIONER OF EDUCA-

' TION, DEPARTMENT OF"HEAL,TH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE,
ACCOMPANIED BY ¢ ARLES ‘M. COOKE, JR., DEPUTY ASSISTANT
SECRETARY FOR LE ISLATION (EDUCATION). DHEW; DR. AL-
BERT L. ALFORD, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR LEGISLATION, <
OE; AND WILLIAM STORMER,. ACTING DIRECTOR, DIVISION OF
SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN FEDERALLY-AFFECTED AREAS, BUREAU

- . OF SCHOOL SYSTEMS, OE

Mr. Bevr. Mr. Chairman, my statement will be brief. I will read part
of it. T will refer to part of it and ask one of my colleagues to sum.-
marize so we will try to be careful witly thetime. :

I have with mek(',"}mr]es Cooke, Deputy Assistant Secretary for

. Legislation, Bil] Stormer, who is the Acting Direetor of the division
that manages this program, and Al Alford, who i$ Assistant Cominis-
stoner for Legislation. L R

W6 appreciate this opportunity to appear before the committee to
discuss the impact g _program and report on our progress in imple-
menting the SAFA M¥ion of Public Law 93-380,

As you know, this law has been revised mll)st:mtiu]]_\"thmugh the
new language. The entitlement formulas and other methods of making

dqyment are drastically changed. As a result, what was a complex
aw has become even more complex and confusing to hoth applicants -
and administrators, .

. The major implementation problem for 1975 relates to the uestion
of equalization, This, Mr. Chairman, is the matter that the (Lcnator '
from New Mexico was discussing. ‘

As you know, g provision exists in section 5(d) (2) of Public Law
874 which prohibits States from taking impact aid payments into con-
sideration when determining eligibility for or the amount of -State
fuding.

“Because of this prohibition school districts in some States received
payments under the State aid program and under Public Law K74,
which in some cases results in windfalls. ‘

To counteract these adverse effects of this prohibition. Congress
has added by means of Public Law 93-380 a mdans whereby this pro-
hibition may, in effect, be waived in cases where States have a viable
equilization program. \ ' '

Under section 5(d) (3), a State is permitted to take into considera-
tion SAFA payments to's school district in the determination of State
aid under the State aid program designed to equalize expenditures
among the local educational agencies.

The SAFA payments may be taken into account in determining rela-
tive resources or relative need for purposes of the State aid program
but only. to use the statutory language, “iy proportion to the share
that local revenues covered under the State equalization program are
of total local revenues,”

In order to implement this amendment the Commissioner ig required
to promulgate regulations containing standards for determining which
programs of State ajd qualify for the exception. ‘

* < Members of my staff have worked hard to develop these regulations
from a number of alternative approaches.
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We set forth our temtative approach to the préblem in a H()—t':l“g(l
concept paper which was shared and (lisvussv(ﬁ with reprfesentatives
of affected State educational agencies, local educat®onal agencies and
other interested persons, as well as with iterested congressional statf
members, .

We are now considermg comments received in connection wit h
drafting'the actual notice of proposed rutemaking for clearanee within
the Office of Education and the Department, .

Under our current thinking a State aid program would De evaluated
under section H(d) (3) in terms of a basie standard which would
measure the degrge of (l{spurity in revenue or expenditure per pupil
ainong Txeal educational agengies in‘the State.

_+1f sueh digparity was no greater than 20 per¢ent then the-program
would be deemed to qnalify for the exception and SAF.A payments
could be taken into account for,the affected districts but only in the
proportion alHowed by the statutg. o . '

In the cateulation of the disparity. allowance would be made for
expenditures for children with special educational needs so as not to
adversely affect a State aid program which took such needs into ac-
count in its distribution of State aid. ' '

I might just say parenthetically that some State programs give
weightings for handicapped students. for vocational students, and
o on. Our formula. Mr. Chairman, would allow for that. It wouldn’t
penalize for what we think isa good program here.

If the progiam did not qualify under this so-called “disparity” test
but the state could show that the application of that standard to the
program was inequitable because of peculiar circumstances related
to expenditures in that State. then the program might nevertheless
quali}y under a set of evaluative criteria \\‘lni(()'Tn would take into account
snch matters ax the degree of school revenues equalized, whether edu-
cation expenditures were predominantly a function of school district
wealth and the like. Provision of course would be made for administra-
tive determinations and hearines,

In our reflection on this subject we have been euided by indications
n the legisiative history that the section 5(d) (3) exception was not
fo be “widely used” and that the Commissioner should make “very
careful and deliberate determinations™ in granting exemptions. We
drew this from the hearing language of this conmmittee, .

In addition our views have been refined ag a result of cgmments on
our concept both from affected State and local educational agencies
and congressional staff. , ] \

We will move as quickly as we can to place in the Federal Register
a notice of proposed rulemaking which will permit all parties to react
formally to our regulatory proposal. -

At the conclnsion of the rulemaking process we will be in a position
to make determinations under section 5(d) (3). inchudine determina-
tions ‘for those several States which were ffreviousty found out of
compliance with section 5(d) (2). :

A number of important changes are scheduled to go into effect in -
flscal vear 1976, ' '

These include: ° ) ) %

Creation of several subcategories of A children; exclusion from A
and B categories children whose parents are employed outside the

59 A48T 2

ERIC 16

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




, 14 -

State of the <chool distriot, School distriets would need to continne

to survey and clum these childven for possible chgibility under one

of the hold-harmless clauses,

One change would count all ehildren who reside on Tndian lands in
the A eategory regavdless of the emplovment stiatus of their parents,

Another change would provide for establishing of new snbeategories
for B ehildren to provide varving loeal contribution rates for children
who reside on Federal property only and those wljose parents are
emploved in the same county as the same school district and those em-
ploved out of the county but in the same State and those in the uni-
formed services, '

Another change would include the addition of a pavment for handi-
capped ehildren of parents in the uniformed serviees in both A and
B categories equal to 115 times the usnal raté if a special program for
their-educational needs is heing provided. :

There would be provision of three tiers for making pavments when
appropriations are not suflicient to provide full entitlement.

There would be an authorization of pavments for low-rent housing
children in the first and third tiers but not in the second. Sueh pav-
rients most be used for programs and projects designed to meet the
specttl edueational needs of educationally deprived children from tow-
eome familics, ’

Another change is nomodification and extens<ion of as<istance for
decreases in Federal activities and new hold-harmless provisions, two
of which hegan i fiseal 1975, :

While we agree with some of these chanees and in fact inelnde them

« nour own kill we do anticipate major administrative problems with
the majority vf them,

At this time Mr. Chairman, with vour permission T would like to
depart from my regular testimony and eall on Mr. Stormer from onr
impact aid program to review at this time the complexities of these
calenlations under the new law.
> You have achart that is before von. The chart has impre<sed us with
the intricacies of the tremendous task of making the calenlations, 1
think it will also impress vou and the members of the committee,

[am so convineed of the complexities that I helieve that we actnally
need experts that are deeply involved in it to discuss it. ‘

[would Like to ask Mr. Bill Stormer at this time to di<cuss the over-
v material that vou have hefore von to give yvou a better concept of
how complex these problems are growing,

Then T will continue with just a few more words on iny testimony.
Then we will be:throngh, My, Chairman.

Chairumn Perkins, Go ahead.

Mr. Srvopyer. Mro Chairman. T will try to use this overlay to illns-
trate the complexities of computing entitiement for a local educational
ageney, :

T will refer vou to the base chart which we have supphied. The upper
half of the ehart represents the \ category pupils. The lower half
represents the B category pupils. We have made an assumption of a
uniform local contribution rate of %300. This is shown at the top of
the chart, ) .

In this illustration the school distriet would be entitled to the dollar

amount times the number of children in each category or subeategory.
h .

4
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1f a district has 25 percent or more of its average daily attendance
in .\ cuteg'r’or.x tvpe pupils it is entitled to 100 percent of the local con-
tribution rate for eacli subeategory A-type pupil. That is rather ehsy
to compnte and illustrate in this base chart. that cach of these voung-
sters would be entitled to %300 or some portion of it depending upon

o whether they were an X or a B or in one of the various subeategories,

~ To illustrate the manper in which payments may be made to school
districts is even a harder task. The act calls for three levels or tiers of
funding. The firgt.level is at 25 percent for all categories of’entitlement
for each chid. - . )

At this point if. vou flip the chart back over it illustrates via the
blackout that 25 percent can be paid for each of the various subcate-
@ories here, .

If vou flip page 1 over vou areddoking at the payments that could
be provided under tier 2, In thig regard tier 2 may be funded at vary-
ing percentages depending upon the authorization contained in the
lnw ateel f, \

But tier 2 may be funded only if every category pupil that is en-
titled to receive payment under tier 2 receives payment. Tf it is not
funded in fidl it 1s rot funded at all. Thus, only tier 1 funding may be
accomplished.
= 1f vou look at an exception which is the hottom overlav vou wounkd
note that we have a slight change in that if a district hasg 25 percent or
more A-tvpe pubils then the distriet is entitled to 100 percent entitie-
ments for each of its Ascategory pupils, even those which may be -
‘dieated down liere on the fourth line as the A-civilian-type youngster
Hving on Federal lanctand his parent is employed on Federal land,

. wherens by Inw it ealls for a 90-percent entitlement, he would receive
100 percent, being in a hedvily impacted district. .
" We do not illustrate tier 3 because the tier 3 authorization would
say that in the event funds were available to fund tier 1 and tier 2,
and tier 3 could not be funded in its entirety for all of the entitlement
and each category would be funded in proportion to its unfunded en-
tittement and the amount of money that is left over. .

I will deviate a litfle bit. One of the confusing situations that exist
in this type of funding is that yvou can ereate an A voungster by a
voungster living on low-rent housing property and his parent being
‘i the uniformed services, There is a provision in the Iaw that stipulates
that low-rent housing may be funded in tier 1 and tier 5. But if youn
have an A eategory voungster living on low-rent housing and parent
in the uniformed services he could he entitled to payment in tier 2.
We have come problems identifying just how we treat this youngster
in the payvnients under tier 2.

Does Lie got thrown out completely becaunse he is associated with low-

- rent housing? Or do vou pay that portion which is associated with the
aniformed services? Or do vou drop him down into the B category tobe
paid asuniformed services B#

These tvpes of pupils enn also confuse the sitnation by being of suffi-
cient number that throws the district up into the heavily impacted
statns. having 25 percent or more A category youngsters.

T will leave the ehart at this point and go back to the text.

The estimated requirements for regular entitlements in fiscal vear
1976 and also pavment tiers are attached at the back of the testimony
in the table,
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In order to estimate payment in tiers it is necessary to place all low

rent housing pupils in the B category even thongh we are certain that

» some qualify as A students beeause” we helieve that some uniforned
service personnel and some employees who work orr Federsl property
reside in low-rent housingr, althoneh this canses an HEtcenraey i tie
table,

Showing estimates of entitlement it may be necessary to retain all
low-rent housing pupils in_the B eategary for both entitlement and
payment purposes in order to monitor the funds,

Another complieation is the tracking of the funds which will oceur
with the handicapped child‘of a Whiformed services parent residing
in low-rent housing or the handicapped child of a nniformed sery-
ices parent residing on Indian lnnds. '

The table reflects rough estimates especially of pupils in-county,
out-of-county, oyt-of-State. We hope to refine some of the estimates
soon by using newly ereated property certification automated systen.
perhaps asearly as late Mareh or April. ~

Amendments ereating new subeategort A and B pupils present ma-
Jor administrative problems, especially with vegard to our present
antomated payment system.

For example, while formerly two computations were necessary to
compute entitlements for the A and 3 category children, now at least
21 separate computations must be made, This large number is essen-
tial inorder to treat the snbeategories different Iv in the second or third
puvment tiers, identify amonnts for Tow rent and handieanywnd ptls
and determine amounts for use of the various hold-harmless
provisions.

Formerly there was only one additional computation. That wns
for proration following the entitlement computation. Now there will
be four. one for each of the tier pavments and the total. .

Moreover the present computer form which details the computation
of entitlement, prorated entitlement and payment, and which is sent
to the applicant along with his check. to Congress for notifiention an
to the States undoubtedly witl be expanded from one to two pures,

The computer ean, of course, accomplish these computations withont
difficulty once it has been prograrhed and tested foraceuracy.

But this total process which inchudes the eollection and verification
of data. the processing of applications will make it diffieult to pay
local edueational agencies on a timely hasis,

Mr. Beeeo Mr. Chairman, I will conelude my testimony. Then we
will be ready for questions.

I will skip over that part of the testimpny that Mr. Stormer just
covered, ,

Socif vou are following my written testimony, T am at the top of
pace 8,

There are four new hold-harmless proxisions which guarantee mini-
mnm payment of 80 percent or in certain cases 90 percent where the
Public Law 874 pavment was greater than 10 pereent of the previons
vear's current expenses and which will gnarantee minimum pavment
of 90 pereent of previons vear's entitlement to school districts losing
10 percent or more federally ‘eonnected children during fiscal vear
1974 and fiscal vear 1975 due to decrease or cessation of Federal activi.

=iy

ties affecting military installations announced after April 16, 1973,
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They will also guarantee minimim pavment of 90 percent of pre-
vious vears pavment for B children if the minther of out-of conmty
and out-of-State B children is at ledst 10 percent of total BB children
and will guarantee the diffefence hetween payient received from an
appropsiation shared with lTow-rent housing pupils and the pavment
that wosdd have heen received if the appropriatign were n‘(?xo shared. s~

The first two of these provisions ur;$ applicable in fiscal"vear 1975

All of these provisions present probfems. If the first hold-harmless
was ‘Mig‘nml to raduce the impaet of changes in entitletmengs.” as the
conference Mport states, then it should- not become effective until
-1976 when the major,changes oceur. | . /s g

Sined it is scheduled to fwmmc operative in 1975 one might conchide
that it was also Uesigned ns insurance against low levels of funding
for A and B children. .

For example an apphicant who recevied & special payment in 1974
“for a substantial decrease in federally connected children would be
unlikely to remain eligible for another such payment in 1975. .

In this case it is possible that the 1975 payment will be less than R0
or 90 pereent of the 1974 paymient. )
~ Then such an applicant would benefit from the provision.

If the intention was to fund all such applications for several years
on this special basis they could easily have been included in the second
hold-harmless clause which presently relates only to military decrepses .
and which can be funded }mm the regular appropriation. The first
hold-harmless  must  be  funded  separately  from  the reghlar
appropriaton. s

The requirement that estimates for two of the hold-harmless pro-
visions be furnished within 15 days of a regular appropriation is un-
reasonable. Tt is impossible to predict the numerons changes n entitle-
ments and then apply all of the hold-harmless provisions to each
changed entitlement and to other hold-harmless provisions before all
applications are initially processed.

Since final reports are not due until September 30 and cannot be
flly processed until the end of the next fiscal year it is more reagon-
able to request estimates for the hold-harmless provisions at the end
of the fist fiseal vear following the fiscal year of entitlement.

Or estimates for about three-fonrths of the school districts could be
ready by the end of January following the close of the fiscal vear.

However such action does not permit making funds available to an
LEA.if required, in the vear of application. ,

In addition to the administrative problems discussed above T think
it would be useful to reiterate this administration’s concern with the
inequities in the impaet aid program. :

The following items are based upon {hg findings of the Battelle
Memorinl Institute Study of 5 yvears ago but unfortunately these
conditions remain essentially unchanged and would he only slightly
maditied by the new provisions of Public Law 03-380.

In general, current impact ail paviments result in unjustified pay-
ments to many school districts and thus constitute an inequitable use
of Federal funds.

The major sources of impaet aid “windfalls™ whieh still prevail ave:

Pavments that far exceed the costs of the local government of edueat-
ing Federal pupils.
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Payments to districts that, even without the Federal assistance, are
wealthy and well able to support their own schools from local sonrees
with a ldwer tax effort than most districts in the State., —~

Payments based on nontaxability of Federal property where netivity
on that property genertes taxes sufficient to defray the education
costsof ('hil({r('p of pgrons working on the propert v

Donble pavments to Jistricts that recerve funds throneh in len of

taxes payments or shared revenues and again through impaet aid.

Double payments to the districts that receiye finds fron therr State
government on an cqualizatisn formula. . .

Higher per pupil pavments to rich districts than the poor ones

. resulting from the nicthods used to caleulate the rate, of piavment,
) Payinents based upon children who wonld likely be attending sehaols
there even if the Federal Governmerit had never come into the district,

Pavments that do pot reflect the economicstimulus that the Federal
Government may canse in‘a community.

As a result of sneh overpavments, districte with a birgre percentage
of federally connected students are eharcterized by lower pupil-
teacher ratios. higher per pupil expenditures and Tower tax rates than
districts with less Federal impact or no impaet at all.

Theoretically there shonld be some gednetion in the pavinents to the
wealthier districts, particularly in th\ Washington, D.C". area. as a
result of new provisions giving no payNent to out-of-State 13 pupils.
But the operation of the variety of $hold-harmless™ provisions in-
cluding one directed specifically at that situation push any real re-
slhiction far into the futire. _ . N

Facing this kind of inequity in a program which has contjmed
to grow in appropriations, the administration proposes to simiyifv
impact aid and focus its benefits on only those districts which ¢an -
truly be said to suffer a Federal impact. .

Onr proposal avould continue the pattern adopted in appropriations
for the last several years of giving higher priority to A pupils by
ereating an eligibility based on a 100tpercent payment for heavy im-

pact A districts and 90 percent for other A’s. .
B pupils would be paid at 68 percent and B out-of-Stat pupike
world not qualify. thns reducing payments to wealthv school M
\ No payments wonld be made for public housing pupils.

Moreover, to inake certain that we make payments only where there
18 & substantial impact, we propose to deduct 5 percent of the district’s
previous year's current operating expenditures from its total eligibility
and pay only the difference. ’

About 900 districts presently teceive more 5 percent of such
expenses from Public Law 874 funds and thus would be eligible for

pavment in 1976.
Of the (‘urror{dish'iots receiving impact aid approximately 2.400
receive less than 2 percent of thefr total operating funds from that
solirce.

In a period when Federal dollars are at a premium we believe that
this program is a logical eandidate to provide savings which are now
necessarv. But even without the fiscal constraint we feel the program
must be hrought in check. ‘ ‘

I conclnsion, Mr. Chairman. we believe that the new provisions
of Public Taw &74 which take effect in fiscal year 1976 are extremely
difficult to administer.
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We would also note that as . result of the handicapped and publie
housing provisions the Federal Government for the first tine Has
mandate to check on. the utilization of impaet aid funds K the Tocal
Jevel, This eliminates one of the major advantages of these funds m the
eves of school ndministrators, their general purpose use.

We snspect these miay be the Tt steps e dbrection of o fall
eategorical program which moves far away from the Lals orrzinal
intent. . ’

We believe that this program has now reached a eritteal pomt an
terms of adiministrative complexity, inequities in applicatich and Tack
of clarity of purpose. R

Only & major revision of the program will suffice. We urge that
vou consider our proposal and proceed to develap a new lpw whieh
will eliminate, orat least reduee, the legislative exeggitive battles w hich
have prevailed in this area for the past quarter century.

T would like to say, Mr. Chairman, in-reference to the Senator from
New Mexico's point, that our current thinking also would exclude

debt service so that matter that he brought np would not be a matter

of debate if our current thinking is im lemented” - !

Thank you, Mr. Chairman. My colleagues and T will be happy to
answer questions.

(*hairman Perkins. Let me thank you, Mr. Cogmissioner. and the
gentlemen from the Department who accompanied you here this
morning. ' )

In my judgment your proposed: cutback won't get very far this
“Congress. ‘That is just my personal knowledge. * .

We deliberately postponed the new ground that we plowed. the
amendments, to make sure that we knew where we were goingr for
fiscal 1976 for 1 year before they went-into effect. ' .

Are you in a position to give ug a printont on the effeet of those

amendments that we enacted last year within the next couple of weeks,

or so for the record?

Mr. Brrn. Mr. Stormer, wonld vou LY .

Chariman Perixs. That would affect the present ongoing districts
throughout the country? Give us a printouts a complete printont oy
that. . . :

Mr. Brrr, Mr. Stormer, could-vou reshagd’to that?

Chairman Perkins. Yon can do that?

Mr. BriL. Yes, we will be able to do that.

Chairman Perkixs. That will be veyy helpful to the committee.

Your new proposal. Mr. Commissioner, is to cut ont any impact
pavments which aniout to_less than 5 percent of ‘the school district’s
Ludeet.

This means. doesn't it. that aid to 3,500.0f the 4,300 school districts
receiving impact aid would be climinated ?

Am I correct?

Mr. Brer., Yes.

Chairman Prrrivs. If that is correct, as you sav it is.mavbe vou
conld send us some ideas on how to correct some of the problems in the
present law. '

I am very confident that your proposal will not stand up in this
committee, and will not stand up in the House and the Senate. or
anywhere else,

5 , X
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If you have other suggestions along that line we will be delighted fo

receive thém from vou. . . .

. It seems from your testimony that the cost of the new amendments to

this second level of fupding will be %750 million without any funds

for the hold-harmless provisions. 0 .

- Bthat correet ¢ . .
Mre 3mia., Approximately 605 mitlion, Mf. Chairman,
o Chagrnman Prrgass, I oo as véu admit, did you use the Tatest avail-
alde dFrta to arrive at that cost ?
&  Mr Brer Yes, we did. We ised the best that we hnve. We would
~. still be operating on estimates; But of course \tdl)e prograin has a long
history. So &e think the ('Stinmfos are fairlygood. ..
Chairman Periins. Will the costs be higher when yon receive later

data or less4: ‘ - | .

Mr. Bere. Would you comment on that, Mr. Stormrer ?

Mr. Stormer. T would think the costs would be approximately the
same, shightly higher. : ) ‘
Chairman Perkins. Could vou tell us, give us your best estimate of

the cost ofthe hold-harmldss provisions?
_Mr. Stopser. 1 am not prepared to give that figure st the present
time. ‘ .

Chairman Perking. Will you get that for the record? Supply it
for the record? S ot L.

Tnotice in your budget estimate—T have your sheet hefore me here—
for fiscal 1975 the allowance was the same as the $636.016,000 and for
1974 it was $593 416,000, -

Am [ eaorrect in those figures? v : . ~

Mr. Bere. The latter figure T believe we-have $574,416,000, 3f T am
following yon. That is after a 5-percent reduttion, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Perkins. I know there is some injustice inthis programn
which we first authorized in 1949 and again in 1958, but I have wit-
nessedrover a period of years the tremendous good it has done through-
out the.cohftry, N . 5 . :

We-have all these problems now of inadequacy of funding of all
schoot programs at the local levels. and the Government. in my pdg-
ment.is just not ina position to drag the riug ot from under these Toeal
edveation distrjets, C )

Some are wealthier than others and may He able to withstand the
ahorption. But to do so would not. in my judgment, hold up _in the
(‘ongress. ) . . ' o

Ethink that we need the most constructive siggestions tm\\'o"(‘all
vet from vour Denrrthient heeause T do not anticipate the Congress,
or this comittee. heing ina mood*to ent baclk this nrogrne i vicy of
the conditions. of the lpecal schools thronghout the whole country.

You have proposed to spend pnly about $200 million. if T read you
correctly for the next vear in the area of imvoet aid, Am T correet?

v

Mr. Brrd. Approximately $256 million, Mr. Chairmah. .
Chairman Perrins. I am sure you would agree with me that that
proposal is a dead duck. : e

Mr. Brro, As far as its possibilities are concerned. T might point
ont. Mo Chairman, for the record that there ave 1.246 districts that get
less than 1 percent of their total current expenditures ont of iy)ﬂ(‘t

aid.
~
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There arg another 112 that et less than l“ﬁ pereent,

So n huge number of that total get w small nonnt of their total
budgets in that reeard, Mro Chairman,

Mr. Foxp, Will the chairman fet me coinment on that point ?

Chairhinn Perikins, T will turn it overdo you.

Lot md <tate that T have been most mteaeted o the testinony el
thank yéu for coming. all of you. T

[ wagpt the other witnesses to know that T lave another hearire to
attend dhis morning, ' ’

Thre are some people from my area testifying today on black
hyig legislation which is being considered by Congressman Dent’s
ibcommittee. . . :
T will come back to this hearing as soon as possible, but in the mean-

time Congressman Ford will earry on here. o '

This is a program that all 6f usare tremendously interested m.

I don’t think this is going to be a venr in Wineh we are roing to pev-
mit a entback in our edueation programs, a year in-which they should
be expanded. ‘ .

Mr. Forn!/ o .

Mr. Quie, do you have a question? >

Mr. Quig. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.«

I would like to go a little bit further, Commissioner Bell, to the
bottom of page 2 of your statement where you say “If such (lis];m‘ily
was no greater than 20 pereent” then the State qualifies.

Is that going to be absolute? 1f a State has a disparity greater than
20 percent they are not going to be considered ?

Mr. Bere, Yes, Mr. Quie. We have worked with experts on this,
some highly respected statisticians. )

I want to emphasize that ont thinkine is tentative. We want to
strive to determine what the intent was of Congress. The comments I
am making I want to couch in those terms. ‘

So-we are open and we will be responsive to what we get from this .
hearing and from other hearings dn this. :

But the first thing we would do is eliminate  the far-out distriets,
Statisticians have told us that the top 5 pereent and the bottom 5
percent in a list of districts listing them from the highest axpendi-
ture per pupil to the lowest include a number of schodl systems that for
- several reasons may be very extreme, expenditures particularly in a

number of nonoperating districts in almost all of the Sfates and then
small rural distriets that have enormousty high costs in mahy instances
and a few students, _

The data that we have convinees ns in our reenlntions that if we
would eliminate this extreme top 5 and extreme bottom 5 percent then
we could apply the 20 pereent quite strictly.

The one provision that we are atill wresttine with in the faw has
to do with a provision that we think is a good one in school equatiza-
tion which recognizes effort and if a sehool distriet by a vote of the
people wants to levy more than the required levy and have a vicher
progrant :m(x if equalization continues on this hasis in that instance
thev mav not fall stricthy within the mathematical calenlation,

That is why we have provision in here that we wonld weigh surh
exceptions on their merit,

o 24;
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But our intent was to provide egualization. The trigger would be
if the equalization didn't ex¢eed 20 percent of expenditures.

I mention that point because it takes cognizance of what experts
in school finance call power oqllax%l*ﬁﬁaﬁ?’l‘hat is continual equalization
that recognizes ameffort of the school system to have a richer program
and by levying ndditional levies. .

* Ina poor custrict thenggueh a prgram would get enough equalization
<o they can match a \\'eﬁl)y district if the local people want to make
the same effort. ’ A

Idon’t know if T am coming across on that point. But that is the one
exception to the 20 percent which by applying that principle would
be in the realm of 20 percent if etfort and equalization for cfort were
recognized.,

Mr. Qrie. Let meseeif I understand it then.*

The initial 20 percent You look at the lack of disparity or disparity
between the 5th percential and the 95th percentile? :

Mr. BeLr. That is ri%%t, sir. ’

Mr. Quie. You recognize that fhere can be some peculiar situations
at each end of the 5 percent. , o

Mr. Bern, Yes. ~,

Mr. Quie. And between the 95th and 5th percenti]e if a school
district should by a vote of its own citizens go beyond that equalization
program that was set by the State, then that would not be counted
1n the 20 percent § .

Mr. Berr. It would not if—and this is a big if—if tlie State would
continue to equalize so that a poor district that wanted to make the same
effort as a wealthy district could continue to stay within 20 percent
of the wealthy district through the equalization formula, that is the

additignal levy.
So actually we would stay within the bounds of the strict 20 pbr-
cent rule. .

Mr. Qure. That would bother me because you can’t equalize forever.
Youequalize to an adequate education.

Take for instance in Minnesota where we have the State equalization
where 70 percent of the money comes from tlie State. It got a little
higher. Then there was a levy limit placed on:cacli school district.
They are only allowed to go up to that amount in order that the equali-
zation would work, -

However when they hold election for the school board they also hold
a bond issue. If they want to increase the tax level set by the State they
are permitted toxlo it. N

If T-understand ‘the law correctly that additional amount does not
have to be eqnalized with another district who happens.to vote for an
increase as well.

Mr. Berr, Our view is that that would perpetuate inequities. There
is very little incentive for o jioor digtrict to vote a tax levy 1f they would
get a very insignificant amount of money for it.

That has been our position up to this point. T want to emphasize
agninthat we ave still open on this.

But it has been ovr position up to this point that we would like to
see what the school finance experts call power equalization still apply.
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Tlie other alternative of course—we are still weighing this—is to
hold to a strict 20 percent, period, which of course would be adminis-
tratively more simple for us. :

Mr. Quik. It is still enongh to get a snecessful vote to go above the
limit anyway where you have an election for inereasing your taxes
and at the same-time there s a school board clevtion, that is tough
enough.

Mr. BeLn. Right.

Mr. Quie. But if you thén aren’t able to secure the money that you
voted but it has to be shared with other school districts then it seems
to me you foreclose any school from inereasing nbm'eéle limit.

It seems to me if the State sets an equalization up to a certain amount
they want all the school districts to achieve, I don't see anything wrong
for a school distriet that happens to have a little bit more money,
because the people have niore wealth in that S(\]yol distriet, to go
beyond that if they want to.

Vhy stop at the State? Why not make every State equalize with
the rest of the Nation? ‘

Why stop-at the Nation? Why not equalize everybody in the whole
world and see if there are any“people in outer space that onght to l)ﬁ
equalized with? o -

Mr. BeLe. Tn our view there is very little incentive to a poor disgfict
that may-only raise 85 or $10 a child. There are such districts.. There
ix Iittle incentive for them to hold a tax levy election if there isn't
State aid. :

Now, it wouldn't be our intention to see the wealthy district on that
level share their property tax moneys with the poor district.

We see that as a_continued aid program applying the power equali-

- zation effect. Everything we can learn fromn the studies and the best
vecent literature-on school finance would indicate that iF there is an
ineentive for a district t6 make a greater effort the incentive ought
to be worth it so by making that effort the poor can come within some
distance of the wealthy. ‘ .

I have had experience as a_ local school superintendent in three
States. I have observed those with an election provision. There are

~ just very few who care to make the additional effort.

Mr. Quie. Tt seems to me in Minnesota we permit the poor to come
ap within seme distance. They come up equal with the total program
and very few have availed themselves of-that one opportunity.

But if you go beyond that and require the poor to share everything
with everyone else then I don't think we will cver achieve anything
but mediocrity. : )

I welcome what has been written on education. But I just think we
are gaing to end up with mediocrity and there won’t be any lighthouse
distriet, nobody venturing out into a more expensive program, because
they have to equalize it with everyone else. Education is going to suffer
because of that. i

I know this is just with impact aid. But it is part of the whole

. pattern. We are trying to get équality of results instead of equality

. .of opportunity. , oy
%"%’5""'1\' “BEiL. T think Lwould say the fact that it is just impact aid. 1t
expressé&®¥ philosophy and a point of view. It is a very.significant
move. notwithstanding the fact that it just relates to impact aid.
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Tagree that we need to have lighthouse districts. T don't think we
serve education when we level them all down to the sane level. : A

It is because of that that we talk about the 20-percent provision.
It would be my argument that a wealthy district or another district
that had a high commitment to educafion and wanted to niake a
greater effort, that if they ean go 20 pereent above the others then that
gives them an enormous leverage in a tholisand-dolar-student level
.of support. That would give them an extra $200 per child, which T
think gives them a lot of money to be lighthouse systems,

Mr. Quik. May I interrupt you? I may be misunderstanding. The
differential that you have, the 20 percent. if it is like we talk on
redistricting that means if you are 10 percent above the median and
10 percent below that means they can take 20 percent above the poorest
and they are only allowed 10 percent above the median. Or are you
talking about 20 percent -above and 20 percent below, making it
40 percent ?

Mr. BeLr. No; that would just be a 20-percent range

Mr. Quik. Poes t&mean he is only allowed to go 10 percent over

y

the median ¢ .

Mr. BeLr. There 1ld still be the opportunity for districts that
wanted to make the additional effort. to have 20 percenf more money
by additional effort, more effort than the pttrers—

© Mr. Quik. 20 percent from the other extreme.

Mr. BELL. Yes,

Mr. Quik. From the average?

Mr. Bere. No. Over the total ranee of the 5th to the 95th percentile,

-Mr. Forp. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr, Quie. 1yield, -

Mr. Foro. Commissioner, I am confused by the answer you have just
givento Mr, Quie.

Looking at page 2 of vour statement, T think it has caught every-
body’s attention because it seems to fly in the face of what our inten-
tion was in putting this into law.

You say “If such disparity was no greater than 20 percent then
the program would be deemed to qualify for the exception and SAFA
pavments could be taken into account for the affected districts bhut
only in the proportion allowed by the statute” and also “Under our
current thinking a State aid program would be evaluated under
section 5(d) (3) in terms of a bLasic standard which would measure
the degree of disparity in revenue ‘or expenditure per pupil among
local educational agencies in the State.”

That seems to be saying that if a state is not expending 20 percent

? more then thev automaticallv gnalifv.

Mr. Bern. Yes; Mr. Ford. The thing that my testimonv failed to
say is that we would first of all take out the two extreme 5 percents.
the top 5 percent and the bottom 5 percent. :

The formula that we are now talking about, let'me emphasize again.
this is to avoid the great statistical swings that we found by Tooking
at the data. we are still open on this. .

In calculating who would qualify for the impact aid to fall into =

~ the staie coffers we would take out the top 5-percent expenditure
districts and the bottom 5 percent in expenditures.

ERI
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Then for'the rest of them oug test for disparity would be that in
the rest of them there would be no greater range than 20 percent in
the current expenditures between the highest and the lowest after
remoying those. :

Mr. Forp. I don’t think vour tep 5 or bottom 5 helps any. It exacer-
bates the situation i tliose Statos that have a <ingle large city. In
California. Los Angeles, you count that as one distriet. If you take
5 percent you would find all the bigctics in that State. Yon would
have more than half the kids in your 5 percent. You aren’t counting
5 percent of the children who are reteiving edueation on a funding
level. You are counting 5 percent of the districts in which those
children attend school. o o

Without looking at it, my huneli is that that wonld be just a terrible
disparity in a State such as mine where a third of the children in

are in one corner of the State, and all b percent of the distriets
wouldl be in the area. <
- BeLL. We have found that the big urban district® are not the
that are the high expenditures. I think if you looked at the data
if you took u 20-percent rynge without taking these far extremes
vou could see what a problem it is.

There are some small districts that justifiably have to spend more
because of their size. We have talked to the most authoritative sources
we can on {is. We have consulted with the best studies we ean reach.

We seriously belicve that by meking this caleulation if we don’t
oliminate those enormous extremes that we will run into difficulties.

Even by doing that our estimate now is that maybe three or four
States may qualify. ) :

So we are applying what we think was the intent of the Congress.
_that there be a high standard. Maybe another member here of myv
staff could discuss this 5 percent. Mavbe T am not doing a good job
in deceribing this to you. Maybe he could explain tho nccessity for it.

Mr. Forp. The basie problem that arises with your statement is that
you would adopt a standard and sav. “This is what equalization is.”

I am sorrythat Mr. Meeds is not here beeause this is his amendment.
ITe and I worked on this at great length, both here in the cominittee and
in con ference committee. ,

Wo finally ended up putting language in the report which we hoped
would head off this kind 6f formula, saying that you would examine on
a eace-by-case hasis and develop criteria as you went along that would
enable vou ag a Commissioner to determine that in fact that State was
eanalizing its effort.

We didn't eare whether it was 5 or 10 percent or what it was. But it
had to be a gennine equalization. . .

We contemplated at the time that this legislation was written that
it wonldn't he-moreghan two or three States as they are now distribut-
ing the money that have been qualified.

The rationale for putting this provision in there was that it was a
laudable public purpose to encourage other States to accelerate their
efforts to anplv Serrano versus Priest by equalizing.

Aoain. that is not a burden that the impact aid should hear by itself.
Bnt this is the first place that we did it.

What vou ate suggesting here is trying to jook at the whole country
and come up with an advance rule of equalization.

- 30
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I just would like to see the rationale or a person explain how they
believe, with the disparity we have in school distribution formulas in
the 50 States, that could be done. R ‘

We could not, working months with this, get anybody from your
Department, from any of the educational agencies. any of the membery
themselves, to come up with an idea of Low you would do it,

So we really threw to you a very subjective type of job. It looks tor
me like you tried to make it objective, not subjective, at the expense of
carrying out the intent. :

Mr. Berr, We read the statute as requiring a standard and that it
not be done on a judgmental case-by-case basts without standards and
without a definite definition of what we menn by ~equalization.”

We have spen#i 16t of 1ime on this, We have talked to a large number
of staff memgcrs on the hill and a lot of time out in the field.

I would suggest, Mr. Ford, that to do this on a subjective basis with-
out any standard means of application of it would be extremely
difficult. . .

Wethink we have to start with a definition of what “equalization™ is.

Mr. Foro. I think you are correct that there would be a legal ques-
tion, I believe. if we didn’t start out with a hasic standard or param-
eters within which you were going to make vour decision.

But if you go back to the report of the confereos, you will find that
having set out these parameters within which vou will operate and
make your decision, we said at page 163 of that report :

It is the intention of the conferees that the provision concerning the propor-
tion of funds to he equalized must be implemented on n ense by-citse hasis, xelool
district by school district. and not on the basic of a gencial rule to be applied
through a State.

That again was because of the deep concern we had abont the con-
centrations of Jurgme mumbers of people ir our city sehool districts ver-
sus rural areas in the State.

We did not want yon to say that a man standing with a foot in a
bucket of water and a foot onn hot stove was freezing and burning at
the same time or that on the average he was comfortable.

That is what happens when you go State by State and have a big
city like Detroit or Los Angeles inside of that State,

Mr. BeLr. Mr. Ford! I am informed by my collcagues here that the
part vou just quoted is the pget that is to apply after this is done and
not the means of determining who qualifies or who doesn't.

I wunt to point out again, based on onr tentativo data, that there
would only be three or at {he very most four States who qualified. We
thought that was the intent. °

Our efforts to try to learn the intent of the Congress led us to feel
that we had a good expression of the intent.

I should say, sir, that what T am hearing vou sy

Mr. Forp. Let me defer to vou in this way, Mr. Commissioner. T want
to work with you, as iembers of my committee do.

You mentioned that yon have some data that yon nsed to develop
the criteria that would indicate the wisdom of stopping at the point
where you stop. We don't have that available. Perhaps if vou canld
make that available to us to look at before we finish considering this
matter we wotild be thinking with the same facts before us.

)
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Mr. BeLe. The thing I have to be careful about is, I don’t 'want to
convey the impression here that we have made up our mind and we are
totally committed to a procedure. It is far from that. ) '

We are approuaching this with a teachable attitude in that regard. -

I would hike to call on Charlie Caoke to make a point.

- Mr. Cookk. Mr. Ford. if I might make one point. as far as T know 1
there are no urban aeras, large urban areas, in any State that come

_ under either the 5-percent limitation, top or bottom. They are all
thnthO percent that would be considcrec{ within the disparity frame-
work. :

I don’t think what you are concerned about, if I understand your
concern, will be affected by this 20-percent disparity 1ssue.

The problem is as I understand the law don't think we cannot
have & national standard. We have to have something to work from.

I think also, as the Commissioner has said earlier, we do have a
waiver Frovision in there which when they come close to a 20 percent
they will be seriously considered as qualifying.

- But again we have to watch out because the intent of ‘ongress also
seems to be clear that they want a very narrow strict definition for what
equalization is. '

M. Forn. You may be able to solve our problem and we can exaniine
the data.

At thistime I will call on Mrs. Chisholm.

Mrs. CinsnoLy. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. '

Mr. Commissioner, since you ([l)mpose revising the impact aid legis-
lation in such a way that it would eliminate approximately 3,600 of the
districts that are now eligible for impact aid funds. and you then go
further. and reduce the funding level to approximately two-thirds of
the current level, what do you propose to do with all the rest of the

funds? .
Mr. Berr. You mean the funds remaining?
Mrs. CuissoLy. Yes. g

Mr. BeLL. We would propose that the Congress wonldii't appro-
priate that amount of money in view of the size of the deticit that is
anticipated and the need for us to be economizing and cutting down on
Federal éxpenditures.

This would be an expenditure that we could avoid making if the
administration’s reeommendations were accepted.

‘Mrs. Cinsnoun. Pursuing that a little bit further, for example. the
city of New York is eligible for only approximately $4 million in im-
pact aid. . )

Under your proposal the city of New York would get nothing. Is
that correct ? ! '

"Mr. Beur. Yes. ' : :

Mrs-Critenonsr. We do have approximately 71,000 public housing
students living on tax-exempt property at a loss of more than $60 mil-
lion » yeadto ihe city. .

* s your plam eanitable in view of the number of public housing chil-
dren we have in New York? .

Mr. Brrr. Thesposition that the administration has taken has not

been. as I am sure vou know. to fund the public housing programs. THe
. ecalculation that the administration has made is that the reason for
& this is that it is not justified on the bagis of equity.

7
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L might ask Mr. Stormer 1o diseuss further the public housing, the
position on this, if you wonld. *

Mr. Srormex. Let me answer yvour first question with respect to
whether New York would qualify under the proposal. The answer
would be,*No.™ It would not.

As Lunderstand vour second question the children re<iding on low -
rent housing would under the current anthorization for 1976 would he
tuken care of i the first tier of funding. 25 pereent. of whatever their
entitlement h€ppened to be. They wonld not he ineluded in the second
tier funding at all: only if moneys were available to fund beyvond the
second tier would the low-rent housing ¢hild come back into play for
receiving some assistance, -

Mr. Bere. Under the administration’s proposal if this didn't result
in losing 5 pereent of Fheir revenueg hey still would not gqualify.

Mrs. Cisnonst. 1 fealize that impaet aid is a very complicated
and complex subject. But would one of vou explain to me the equi-
tability of this formula when you tuke info consideration the fact.that
Prince Georges County and” Montgomery® County and other very
wealthy connties can aequire so much money for B eategory students
and when, oncthe other hand. vou have districts in this country where
persons are living on tax-exempt property ? This pertains particularly
tothe large cities which do not get any kind of tax benefits,

I just ean't see the justificution for the formula the way vou are
proposing it. \

Mr. Bern. We have long felt that the formula was inequitable. 1
think my testimony pointed that out. Certainly the Battelle Institute
study pointed that out. ’

Mrs. Cinsnors. Thank von,

Do vou wishito elaborate 4

Mr. Avrorn. Mrs. Chisholin, T was going to comment that the normal
arguments in the case of publiehousing have been that public housing
15w iocal operation. The Federal Government does provide approxi-
mately two-thirds, T think, of the initial cost of building publie hous-
ing. Tt is basically operated on the rental income from those units.

Buat it was alwavs viewed as a local activity and therefore not a
Federal responsibility in the sense of the Federal impact aid program.
@ There are various sitnations around the country in the case of tax-

exempt property which are not Federal. ; ’

For instance the State of Nevada has. or at least had a fow vears
awo, 1ts own impact aid law whiel provides essentially for the Carson
City area. That is a State impaet and a State exemption of property
and State activities. So we view this asYoeal

Mrs. Criisnorsr. Tharik vou.

Mr. Forn. Are you finished ?

- Mrs. Crrstionar, Yes T am.,

Mr. Forp. Commissioner, vour prepared testimonyv and response
indicates yon are very much impressed by the Battelle Report 1t e
one of the famous reports that evervhody quotes like the Bible to
sunport their own view,

T have heard views for and against this program vear in and yeafr
out,

I would observe that the Battelle Report also <avs that the Federal
Government should provide assistance to school districts in federally
impacted n\'nas and should continue to.

i
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The administration proposal flies in the face of the Battelle Report.
Any proposal that excludes 3.600 out of £500 school districts is clearly
not contimuing a program of school assistance to federatly impacted
areas,

We also found that Battelle \.ml that no formula which would be
perfectly equitable conld be devised,

I want to say "amen” to that beeause we have been tl'ying to
utilize it,

However, as imperfeet as the formula was, it is obviousty and on
itg face a fairer formula than vours beeause there just is no way that
you ean suggest that those numbers vou propose are sinply an adjust-
ment of the formula or: an equitable basis, heeause as Mrs, (€ hl\h()lm
has observed, she wants to know what yvon are going to do with aii
the money that is left over.

Battelie also came to the conclusion that the basic feature. \\'lu'n
you get away from the arguments about very finite specifies of the
current program, dvqmlhmg it as they were examining 1t at that time.
there is no way in which you can take the sum of the conclusions of
the Battelle Report and fairly interpret that to indicate that the
Federal impact nu]pm«rlum has outlived its usefulness or should be
tx nneated orterminated, —_

" With all due respect. T can’t 1glp but observe that the proposal of
the administration 1s making now,

[ might observe that oier the years, starting in with the Johnson
adritinistration. we have had absorption approaches on how to cut
down the money,

We have had very little from this administration in the way of
actual specific recommendations to change the formula and meel ilie
complaints of nequity, windfall, and so on.

We have had a number of very dramatic suggestions in ahsorption
that would not have the magnitude of the current proposal but the
same kind of effect.

Back in the 90th Congress the first proposal that had my name
on it as a member of this committee started out dealing with disaster
aid for nonpublic institutions. Tt ended up being a vehicle for
amendment.

The city of Detroit requested to change the 6-percent qualifving
factor to 3 percent. Why didn’t we do that? Because we discovered
that we had large cities in this country that had thousands of Federal
impact children for which they were receiving no compensation solely
beeause when vou take 20. 000 impact kids and put them in a echos)
district the size of Detroit or New Yor!:, i a percentage basis they
don’t look like much. But they still cost money, to educate those
20.000. ) ‘

We find it very inconsistent to suggest that edueating 20,000 or
30.000 or 40,000 Government children in'New York was not as much
a responsibility as edueating 5.000 children in a school disirict with,
sav. 120,000 children in it.

For that reason we made all the school distriets qualifv if they had
3 percent m\at least 400 pupils. So that we again took eare of the
situation, .

In a very small district it is possible that those go too far. But
that was rejected with the idea of not even using that figure and
coming up with ahsorption. We rejected it hecause. in attempting to
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deal with one inequity, we might replace it with something that is even
more grossly unfgir in equity.

You could not justify a program that identifies a partivular type
of child as a burden to a school systemm and entitled to Federal con-
sideration and then contend that because large numbers of them are
in a particalar district they are no longer a problem in that district,

It is particularly diffic u]t of course, to deal with when you realize
that the way the formula is the big cities have already been diserimi-
nated against in distribution because the level of payment to them is
based on averages which they tend to lead.

T heard from you something a few moments ago that startled me
when you suggested that the high-expenditure districts were outside
the upban areas. That is just not the cage at all,

I think we will find that the cost of education has gone up faster
in the big cities angPhey tend to lead in cost increascs,

| T am not talking about whether that in turn prodiuces any better
nality. But the cost has nevertheless been there and every year
that that happens—the way this formula and other formulas un-
fortimately work-—that city as a part of that state continues to he
the victim of a degree of unfairness.

I am not asking you to try to justify the 5 percent. T think the
chairman has already mdl(utod to vou that you shouldn’t be very
optimistic that Congr<s is going to bm it.

I am suggestipg th... f we are going to clean up this formunla we
cughit ta.get off of that and put that éver here as one of the least
likely things that Congress would be \nllmg to do and find out how
we can effect a formula more fair.. "

Mr. BeLL. I certainly accept that, Mr. Ford. We will “mk as closely
with you and your staff as we can on this.

1 really feel that we have a big challenge to look at the equity and
inequity matter in the impact aid. Iothink that we can still improve
on the program nutwithstanding the immediate past amendments
that have been made.

We will be most glad to do that and to do the staff work and to run
the data and do what other things that your staff needs us to do in
that regard.

We will attempt to be responsive to a serious study to look at the
inequities, the matters yon have talked about: the big-city schools 1
am aware of. I know that is wlm%p our greht education problems are
these days.

So, to suinmarize, we will be most liappy to work with von. We are
not on any obsession, where all we want-to talk about or work on is
the administration proposals.

We have the other responmbllltv whieh is to provide assistance
and work with this committee as you dosiro

Mr. Forn, Thank youn, Mr. Commissioner.

Now, unfortunately, at the time there was a long drawnout con-
ference we were trying to assess the impact of changes that were
being worked back and forth and compromises that were arrived at
piece by piece.

We were working with something ]o%fhan perfect data. We had
a couple of people over at the Library of Congress working all night
long to try to get ont of tle computers what they could.
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.The Office of Edueation, unfortunately. was not very cooperative

at this stage and gave us practically no help at all in trying to deter-

mine what would happen. ‘

Ever since then I know personally that the members of the com- -
mittee like M. Mink and Mr. Meeds have heen asking the school
superintendents across the countey to exammine this thing and tell
us. )

As the chairman pointed ont we deliberately set off the effectiveness
for at least 1 vear s0 we wounld have a chance to see what was going
to happen,

I nnderstand that your people now have been working on fignres.

The administrators have been working on figures. Our staff has been

- tr_\'ing to corrolate them. ' )

We discovered that the administrators have done a very thorough
job of surveying, by eategories and picce by picce. just about every .
district in the country that has heen receiving impacet aid,

You have vour estimates based on the information that 1< in your
computer. But, unfortunately, we have a disparity of several handred
million dollars in figures because vour people are working on 1974+
figures and they are working on 1975, We are going to hear ¥rom those
pedple.

- But I wonder if we couldn’t engage in the ided of having the staff
on both sides of the aisle liere on the commiittee fogether with vour staff
and the so-caiied experts from the administrafors get their heads to- -
gether nfter we finish here today so that, in a short time, using both of
vou and having some agreement on what data is relevant, we conld
make comparisens for 1974 and 1975,

Whatever happens I don’t helieve von will get Congress to move one
way or the other on this unless they have some idea what this is we are
talking abont.

NI Beri. We will be happy todo that and look forward to doing so. .

Mr. Forn. Mr. Quie? ~ ' '

Mr. Q. No questions, .

Mr. Forn. Mr. Meeds? T didn't see vou.

Mr. Mekns. Thank vou, Mr. Chairman.

. Mr. Commissioner, please excuse e for running from committee to
committee. Unfortunately many important things are happening this
morning, including your own testimony here on the subject matter

- o

which a number of usare interested in.

T would be interested to discuss the utitization formula with vou. I
was here when vou testitied to the effect that your current thinking ex-
clndes debt service s loeal resources.

Mr. Bern. That isvight, sir,

Mr. Mekns. Would vou be kind enough to indicate to me the ration- |
ale forthat? ,

Mr. Berr. Yes. We feel that Tublie Law 874 is for the enrrent ex-
pense support of educating children and that 815 is the capital outlay
part of the program.

We have also checked with various Commiittee staff membersin try-
ing to determine what was legislative intent.

Tt was onr information. Mr. Meeds, that this was the intent of Con-
gress, that we do that.

LRIC
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Mr. Merps. Who gave you that? If I can interrupt, who gave you that
information ?

- Mr. Ben. [ would ask Mr. Alford. He was involved in contacting
vATious persons. , ‘
Mr. Avrorn. Mr. Meeds, T dont” think—you know, we can't identify
any particular individhial. We had a number of discussions with staff.

Staft differ on this. So the intent of Congress is not that clear.

The jndgment we drew from this is that it was better to stick with
the current expenditure concept. ' : .

Mr. Meeps. You are aware, are yon not, that T was the person who
proposed the amendment

Mr. Avrrorp. Your amendment ¢

Mr. Meeos. On equalization. That is what we are talking abont,
isn't it?

Mr. Avrrorp. Well, ves. :

Mr. Meeps. Did yon ever check with me or my staff on what our in-
tent was? .

Mr. Avrorp. Mrs. Wright has heen in on meetings that we held. I
think we have received your views.

Mr. Meeps. Did you ever hear me or any of my stafl indicate that we
didn’t want to see debt service included asa local resonrce ?

Mr. Arroro. Noj; T ean’t say we did.

Mr. Meeps. I am sure you didn’t. Because it is my feeling—and vou
may dissuade gge, if vou can—that debt service ought to be counted.

-If we were providing funds under Public Law 815 and schools were
actually being built under Public Law 815 I might tend to agree with
you. But we all know they are not.

Let me give vou the perfect example of what I mean. Osk Harbor,
Wash.. a heavily impacted area in my own district, built a high school
recently. A gregt share of the funding from that came from a special
levy at the local level. Some money was provided by the State of Wash-
ington. None of the funds were provided by Public Law 815. That
school district is 33-percent A im;:ai‘%;ed and probably 80-percent A and
B impacted. 5

I see no reason in the world why those people ought not to be able to
count as a local resource the funds which they by special levy raised for
that high school, )

Can you give me any good rationale why they shouldn’t be able to?

Mr. Avrorn. T don’t know, Mr. Meeds, if we can. This i§ a very
serious problem, as you understand. But- you can get opposite illus-
trations which will skew the equalization another wav. I think we
would not say that it is wrong to include debt service. We are not ar-
guing that at all because you can make a case for it.

I think what we were using is simply our best judgment at least at
this point. :

By the way, the Commissioner has indicated that we have not locked
this into concrete. We are still discussing it. But this is what our best
judgmeny has been that it would be better to exclude debt service. .

Thereis no clarity in this whole area as far as congressional intent
was concerned. T dont’ think there was anvthin(g in writing in the
committee reports or in the colloquies on the floor. .

So what we have had to do is sort of explore the whole situation as
best we can.
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We are trying to come up with an ellort at equalization which, we
can administer which would seem to be the intent of the law.
I think all we can say is at this point it is our. best judgment that it
is better not to include the debt service. .
But this doesn't mean that it is wrong, that you can’t make a case
- forit, ' . :

Mr. Meens. Can you make a case againstitt

Mr. ALrorn. 1 don’t know just off the top of my head. T haven’t been
?working a8 much with this as some'of the others.

Mr. MeEeps. Is there someone who has been ¢

Mr. Avrorp. Anybody ready t )

Mr. Merps. 1 will be glad to listen to anybody malke a case against
it. ’

« Mr. Avrorn. T have one illustration.

Mr. Bewr. This is Mr. Sky, who is General Counsel for the Office of
Education, :

Mr. Sky. Congressman. T would say that.we have looked at the leg-

. islative history in determining what was to be included in terms of
loeal revenues. It talks about “total local revenues.” We couldn’t find

~ anything specific in the legislative history that went one way or the
other with respect to the question of whether you mclude debt service
or capital outluy for total local revenues. o '

The argument has been made—and quite strongly by certain States—
‘and indeed it was made here this morning—that Public Law 874 iz a
current expenditures program. It is an M, & O. program.

Soone could draw the conclusion that when Congress used the words
“expenditures.” “revenues,” in the context of Public Law 874, which
is an M. & O. program, that they were talking about current expendi-
tures. That seemed to be some of the thinking we got this morning.

There is not anything that ¢lear cut in the ﬁ'gislntive history.

Mr. Forn. Will the gentleman yield to me? '

Mr. Megps. Yes.

Mr. Forn. The problem is you are stating two things it one ti
You are saving that yon looked at the law.and found that we said jvou -
should take into account total local revennes and then vou turn ardund
and sav that what you are really going to count is total local expen-
ditures beeanise the distinetion vou are making is not how the money
is collected or how much it is but whether it is spent for debt service
or something else,

What Mr. Meeds and T had in mind when we were negotiating the
_settlement on this matrer was that the local effort to collect taxes should
he taken into account. It was revenue from local sources we were talk-
ing abont, without regard to how it was spent. - N ‘

There was no equalization formula that T am aware of in any State
that makes a.distinetion on expendifures when it determines that
equalization is for the purpose of equalizing revenue. Tt is revenue they

" are trving to equalize, ~

T can understand how there might be at the office in SAFA a 'mind
set about Public Law 815 and its construction and Public Law 874 and
its operation,

But ont in the States, and particularly in the Midwest, von will find
that the bulk of local revenue is expended in fact for capital improve-
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Anents and the butk of administrative costs and operating costs come
from State sourcesy

So you are going to say to the local units of government in these
States that the principal nse to which they put locally colleeted taxes
cannot be eredited to them, We didn’t mean expendifures. We meant
resennes. -

Me. Merps. The gentlenian has put his finger precisely on the issne
when we,as he putsit, negotinted this. ’

Letme say at the outset that [am not surprized the States are in here
testifyving that it ought not to be connted. Obviously they would he
testifying that it ought not to be counted beeanse it would allow them
to dedict more in their equalization formulas. So [ am not sarprised
at all abond that.,

But it was ot onr intent in negotiating this in any way to jeopardize
peopleat the toeal tevel when they were making efforts to raise funds
at the local level. .

What vou are doing if vou do not allow them to inclhude as a loeal
resource funds raised for ('upitrl expenditures is in effect punishing
thent. _

So the record is clear on this issne, T as the anthor of this legislation
expect that funds raised for expenditures at the loeal level he connted
as a local resonvee in ealeulating and in fact writing this equalization
formmnta.

I cuesstnat isabont asclearas Tean put it,

My Quie. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr Meeps. Yes; T wonld be happy to vickd to the gentleman from
Minnesota,

Mr. Quir. The thing that strikes me in this whole eonversation is
that if the other States handle local expenses like they are in Minne-
sota, the debt service is separate on a local budgeting itemy and enrrent
expenditures are separate, .

As you have indicated, when the State deals with equalization it
deals with equalization on o enrrent expenditure basis rather than hav-
ing the debt service involved.

If vou bring the debt service into this whole question of equaliza-
tion and whether this money should be inchided or not, it makes a
difference in what kind of a buikling local school districts put up.
Whether a school distriet has gold-plated hanisters or not doesn’t
seent to me to make any difference in the quadiiv of edneation for the
child.

If von go to equalize all your expenditures, even the cost of the
building, then I think we are going way bevond what we anticipated,

What we are trving to do here is encourage in each State that every
child be given an equal opportunity with cqual expenditures, at least
untans State level,

Jut if von go into using debt service then T think this throws it off,
T think there could be an argument made, Lloyd, why we would not
want ta inchide the debt service expenses.

Me Bene, Mr. Quie, a fast-growing distriet will have a lot of debt
serviee expenditures beeause they have a lot of buildings planned. A
Jistriet ihad s deciining in enrollment, one whieh iz quite stable, won't,

T don’t know a formula that can mix the two in any experience T
have had on the State andlocal level,

EI{IIC .55 N\
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Looking at it across the Nation, I just haven't seen this. We were
instrue ted in the legislation to consult extensively with local and State
officials and this we have done.

I wonld say, Mr. Méeds, that doesn’t justify us in any way ignoring
or not giving an consideration to the legislative intent,

The point of view almost unanimous w ith those we conferred with is
that we ought not toinclude ulpmll expenditures uu(l debt service in
this consideration.

Mr. Meeps, Mr. Commissiofier, let me interrupt.

T don’t doubt that that i the point of view of all the State officials
to whom vou have referved. .

But_are vou also telling me that that i+ the point of view of the
majority of the loeal school districts with which vou have conferred ?

Mr. Berr. Knoding the number of districts that there are, we
haven't had as good a sampling there as we have had with the States.

Historieally, we work more elosely with the States, So T don't think
Teansay that, Mr. Meeds,

Mr. Merps, Have yaqu had any loeal school district which was in
favor of not including ad a total effort capital expendifures?

Mr. Berr, Would vou respond to that, Mr. Stormer/

Mr. Storser. T don’t think vou could find a local district that said
that. You are talking about the proportionality. Loeal school districts
wonld be in favor of | incorporating debt serviee and eapitat-—-

Mr. Merps. And all States would oppose it. :

Mr. Srorsrr. T think you would find that.

Mr. Merps. AL in response to your question er statement, 1 xce no
problem at all in mixing debt service, if you want to eall it that. and
eurrent expenditures for the ﬁurpoq(- of determining the loeal vﬁ'()rt
to provide funding for their own sehgols.

If they decide that they want to sppnd more money on eapital ex-
penditure pmpmtmnltvlv than they do on current expenditures T

‘think voi Id ngvee that that is a loeal d(-( iston and T understood
you to pretty mnc port

Mr.Quie. W onld vou vield, Lioyd?

.\lr.)h:v.ns.(‘ortuinl_\'.

Mr. Quie. I the Iaw it speaks of a State that has in effect a pro-
oram fm free public edueation, This is designed to (-qnull/o (-\p(-n(ll-
rnroq[‘for free, publie edueation among fhe local education agencies
inthe State, Then it goes on to speak abont that.

T assume that we are not speaking of debt reduction for capital
expenditures beeause States aren’t involved iggequalizing eapital ex-
penditures. They are trying to equalize currtnt expenditures. We
woull have written this ‘differently if we had meant it then only to
apply fo States who included both beeanse T don't know of any States
that do.

Mr. Merns, That oqmﬂﬁ'o capital expenditnres? The State of Wash-
ington makes\p attempt at it.

Mr-Forn, So does Michigan,

Mr. Quie. A few Stataes.assist local sehool districts. But to equalize,
Tdon't believe théy do.

Mr. ierr. Where they do thP‘*"dn it separately.

T gucss the only State with full equalization would be Maryland.

o \‘1 U
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¥r. Forp. Mr. Commissioner, what the court said in Serrano v.
Priest and swhat others have said is that equalization was the total dol-
lars spent in the education of a child.

The tradition in developing full equalization formulas for school
distribution at the legislative lev¢l has’been to try to equalize that dis-

.trict that had g low tax base and a relatively high tax rate against the
one with a good tax base and a relatively low tax yate. |

So they were distributing money, using the State’s money to offset
that disparity. The idea of trying to equalize is not something that was
discovered in California in Serrano v. Priest. . .

But the traditional way in which that is done and there are only
three States, as we have heard here, that are doing a Serrano v. Priest
test, the bulk of the States are still using équalization. ’

THhe same section of the law that Mr. Quie was reading from, para-
graph B, we understand the terins “State aid and equalized expendi-
tures as used in this subsection shall be defined by the Commissioner
by_regulation, after consultation with State and local- educational
agencies affected by this subsection.” . :

It was our clear intent thdt any local school district that was in any
State that even looked byyour figures like it was going to come close to
qualifying ought to be put on notice as given an opportunity to com-
ment. So you shouldn’t do this on the basis of three or four Serrano
compliance States that you would not quglify. But you should be
doing it orr the basis of a much broader representation. You are
charged by statute to consult with local people-for that very reason

- that we get to this kind of disagreement. )

Mr. Berr. We have also consulted with local districts. Proportion--
ately, since there are 16,000 of them, we don’t have the kind of propor-
tion sampling that we have with the States.

But I wou%d point out that we have more opportunity for that after
" our proposed rulemaking. There will be additional opportunity for
the localdistricts to express themselves. . .

Mr. Forp. When would you think these proposed rules would go *
into the Federal Register ¢ ' , .

Mr. Berw. I would say that they would be in sometime in April, hope-
fully before the 15th. : 7

Mr. Foro. That means that if you had any substantial discussion,
any exchange at all, we couldnt expect you to finalize this before
June, conld we ?

Mr. Berw. Thatis essentially correct.

Mr. Forp. So in all probability we are going to finish up this fiscal
vear at this trigger point for all these changes beipre yon are able to
finalize the rules for the change. ' .

- Mr. Berw. That is right, Mr. Ford. .

dr. Forp. Which will leave us in a position of"ondoring whether,
if we finalize it, we are going to agree with the consequences of our
actand it is too late for us to do anvthing about it. %

Mr. Brrr. The difficulty that the Commissioner faces is the numerous
points of view on this. I think it is highlighted by the exchange
bet ween Mr: Quie and Mr. Meeds. ‘ — '

As we pursue this elusive thing-called legislative intent specifically
on this matter we find it extremely difficult over on the Senate side
to talk to them.

4L°
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T would just say to you, sir, that you have g\l‘ven'the Commissioner
a tough one and regardless of how I come down on this there are
going to be some unhappy states. There will be some unhappy school
digtricts. And there are going to be some Members of Congress who

-are going to disagree with me and I think strongly so because there is
no way to put this one tpgether, without I guess at some point after

.1 have gotten all the advice I can—the way the law is written 1 have
got to muke a decision thyt the law charges me to make. Ultimately it
will be the Congressmen Overturning that, which 1 recognize.

Mr. Meeps. If I may, Mr. Chairman, Mr. Cominissioner, the reason
I worked with people to work out this formula for allowing the tmpact

* aid funds to be counted in equalization formulas as a local resource
was that I felt the law prior to that time, prior to this, was an mp#&g
ment to States adopting equalization formulas.

I did not want to be a part of an impediment td that since I firmly
believe that States should equalize, really equalizel It shouldn’t be a
charade. as so many of them are. N "

But if you interpret it the way you indicated earlier, your current
thinking, excluding debt service as a local résource, then it will have
exactly the opposite effect. It would be wetking as an impediment to
equalizing in other areas, in, for instance. the area of capital construc-

* tion. Perhaps we onght to be trying te'induce them to do this. I think
that isa good idea. .

So you are tun‘"x}&g my rationafe right ag:inst me, if vou interpret
it that way. .

T want the record to clearlyshow that T am dismayed by it}

I won’t spend any more time on that.

Mr. Quie. Would you yield, Lloyd?

Mr. MeEDs. Yes. S .

Mr. QurE. At that one point when vou asked me a question whether
the local schools agrged, vou said loeal school agencies wonldn't agree

" to anything that-would make 5(d) (3) go into effect and 1f yon have to
include capital expenditures it would then prevent 5(d) (3) from going
into effect and therefore they could continue to get that additional
amonnt of moneév.

Mr. Meens: I think it is safe to sav the States and local school dis-
tricts will be on exactly opposite ends of this

Mr. Quik. The Commissioner has to realize that we passed this for a
purpose. He has got to talk wifh them. Bnt he doesn t take one side
or the other. He finds out from them all the information pu-sible and
then cranks that into his determination.

Mr. Meeps. As the Commissioner pointed out, he has got a to.-«h
decision to make. And exactly all the local districts are on one side and

- all the States are on the other. He is caught in between. T dan’t envy
his position.

But I thought hé ought to know what this one Member's thinking
was who was very much involved in writing this.

Mr. Bere. T would like to say in response to that that I know we are
on the spot on this. . o S

I would also like to say that T am willing to take the heat and I am
niot about to get ont of the kitchen with respect to it.

I know that all of us are inclined to have a point of view influenced
by where we sit. In that regard the locals are going to have an entirely
different point of view from the States.

RIC . 42 . ~
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I am certainly getting a lot of advice on this. We will continue to
doso, I am sure.

Mr. Foro. Mr. Conumissioner, it is absolutely true. It depends on
where you sit. But where we sit there are 7,000 school districts out
there and only 50 States.

Mr. Meeps. Mr. Commissioner, I would like to pursue the guidelines
that you are working on now with regard to whether a State, in facef.
qualifies with its equalization formula. :

My understanding is that initially vour people did talk to us abont
this. Initially you were thinking about not allowing a State to qualify
when there was more than a 20-percent difference between their
highest and lowest districts and that vou are now copsidering elimi-
nating the top 5 percent and the bottom 5 percent nJ(l then working
the 20 percent, 5 .

I certainly understand the rationale for eliminating the top 5 per-
cent, Could you tell me the rationale for elimination of the botton 5
pereent / ' .

Mr. Berr. Yes. We think that there will be unrepresentative low-
cost districts on the bottom 5 percent just as there will be on the top
b pereent. , ‘

This tends to ddistort the data. You have to look at the data’ to
realize the necessity for these two 5 percents. We've a number of
nonoperating districts, school districts that edist in fact but they
don’t operate and their children go to other districts. That in and of
itseif is a considerable distortion in connection to these expenditures.

So because of this we feel that the very low districts and the
extremely high districts will distort the data in a wayv that some of
them that pay tnition and do other things will cansé qnite far-ranging
variety in the data and will keep us from getting at what are truly
representative expenditures on both extremes.

If we inelude that far-ranging bottom 5 ppreent for example we will
be getting that which is not going to be helpful in arriving at what is
going to be fair and equitable. ‘

Indeed we think it will considerably distort. T think this ic a hard
concept to convev. T think we need a chanee'to confer with some
of vour staff on this to do a better job of defending thaw this.

T would emphasize again. in coneluding this responge, that we are
willing of course to consider this further. But at t]\iS%Oin we think
that this is zoing to be quite an important feature in the determination
that we make.

Mr. Meens. T am very much in favéor of what von have done here.
T'think itis very realistic and certainly comports with my intent. again.
that States really be serious about equalizing if thev are coing to eet
these funds. T think this reallv separates the men froni the bovs right
awav., T think we onght to do this.

T was concerned about the lower 3 percent. T ean see now when vou
sav there are school districts not onerating. this certainlv would dis-
tort the statistics, and the information von ultimately came up with,

So Tthink Tam inclined to agree with that now.

By thistvre of initin] or openine formula. how manv States in vour
prosent belief will qualify as reallv inving ronlwige !

Mr. Berr. At the nresent time with the data we are using it wonld
appear that maybe three States wonld qnalify.
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Mr. Mexps, Which States are those !

Mr. Beir. That would bq Florida, New Mexico, and Hawaii.

Mr. Meens. How close does Kansas come ¢ '

Mr. Berr. Do you know, Mr. Stormer! ‘

Mr, Stormer. At the present time it doesn’t appear very cloge. I
can’t give you a specific figure. It does not appear that Kansas would
qualify. I don’t havethat figure. g

Mr. BerL, Again, Mr. Meeds, I think we would have to bring more
of this data the next time we speak with your stafl so you could see
how we are planning this at thissgimc. ’

Mr. Quik. Would you yield on that point ? '

My Merps. 1 yiolJ).

MrAQuik. Are these States who asked and would qualify? @r are
these States who would qualify if they asked ¢

Mr., Brrn, These are the'States that would qualify if they asked.
They may not ask. o /

Mr. Quir. My God. you can’t be serions.

Mr. Berr. T hasten tosay that New Mexico has asked.

Mr. Quir. So it is Florida. New Mexico, and Hawaii. ’

Mr. Bere, And Hawaii, ves.

Mre, Quik, And Kansas? Utah?

Mr. Bere. My home state of Utah, it doesn’t make it. M#. Quie.

Mr. QuircT don't understand why Minnesota wouldn’t make it.

d Mr. Bear. I don't either. But they don’t at the present time with the
ata. '

Mr. Quik. Then von have got some screwy things in that data.

Mr. Avrorp. Mr. Quic. we should emphasize that all of this is on
preliminary data. Not all of the States have been examined. So it mayv
be that others would qualify when we get through with the full
examination, . ’

Mr. Quie. But the ones vou mentioned lhave heen examined and
qualify?

Mr. Berr. Yes, sir. If we apply these data it will be quite an.
exclusive club, Y

Mr. Cooxe. Mr. Quie. T think there are oulv eight States hat we
really have data on so far. So we are very preliminary on how many
States qualify and don't qualify. But we have no definitive answer
on that now. .

Mr. Eoro. If vou stay here another. hour and a half T het it will ]

el up.
I Mr. B, We thonght thoswe eight States would e elose to the ball-
parle. T would be surprised if any outside of that gronn muake it.

Mr. Meens. One final question, Mr. Commissioner. There are those
and even my colleagues cometimes have been a eritic of the present
imbact wid formula. Tam not a eritic at all of the concept. The concept
of impact aid. indeed. T am very mueh in favor of it.

But T have been a eritic of the distribution of funds nnder impact
aid in the past and T have not heen convineed otherwise as vet,

3ut T mnst sav that Tdon’t agree with the reasons. the rationale,
that vou give. most of those you give. for deereacing funding under €
impact aid. .

Nowhore do T notice in all of your obiections the fact that impact

aid funds in the form of B payments are going to distriets which
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reslly don’t deserve to xLEeeive impact aid because there is really no
impact in those districts, namely the districts where the Federal
property is located is not in the school district which receives impact
aid funds, what I refer to as “B-out’s.? I don’t see that objection
here, althougli I do sec an objection that their pavments far exceed
the cost of local government in educating Federal pupils.

[ would think you could nlso say that there are costs of eduenting
Federal pupils borne by loeal residents in some instances which
far exceed what they receive in unpact aid moneys. It is a two-headed
coin, .

Why do you not have something in vour objections about B-out’s?

Mr. Bev. Mr. Alford, do you want to respond to that/

Mr. Avrorp. Mr. Meeds, we do have. The B-out state would be
excluded.

Mr. Mxekns. I see, . .

Mr. Avrorn. The comment would be made that ours has the ad- ~
vantage of stmplicity, It does not have a number of the refinements . ., .

Mr. Merps. I will agree with that.

Mr. Avrrorp. Tt does not have a number of refinements that we did
have in earlier propogals we made, relating to this type of thing. So
perhaps there are some needed refinements that could be given. Bug
that is not included at the present tige.

Mr. Meeps. T Afust say in concluding that of all the reasons vou
advance some of them I think are valid. Bit the major ones, the B-out's,
I don’t see here. But T would hope that would be vour rationale with
respect to that concept.

Thank you very much.

Thank vou. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forn. Thank vou. Mr. Meads.

Mr. Commissioner. T would just like to share with yon a concern.
I don’t helieve there is anvbodv liere in the city who is more sensitive
to the need for maintaining our eredibility at the Federal level with
locil school officials and school boards. Probably the most corrodive
thing that occurs is sudden shifts and changes, primarily because
of late funding. which means less money than they were going to
anticipate. but alzo with formula changss in programs, dropped ecate-
gorical programs, shifts in consolidation. things like this.

The greatest complaynt is they snggest that we sandbag.

I really don’t feel thht we are moving toward the ultimate support
of elementary and secondary edueation. But most of this committee
agrees that the Federal Government should be assuming the respon-
sibility, and we arent going to do that without the support of the
edueational community.

Mr. Rert. Right, '

Mr. Forn. Tt just seems to me that we are courting disaster here.
ITere we recognize, sitting here today, that it is not possible for vou
to have final regulations and even run them through the computer
to tell ns what the imnact is going to he of these changes before the
time thev wounld actually be receiving the money,

Then we wonld find it verv difficult to restore the confidence.

I am not trving to be unfair. But would vou consider that reasonahle
men ought to be contemplating the possibility of legislation to delay

RIC | 15
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these formula changes until we can look at the work to determine what
they are going to do ¢ '

_Mr. Beew. This may. very well be needed. 1 feel timt is true, T recog-
nize that we need to accelerate our efforts in getting data tegether
and moving forward as rapidly as we cun with the regulations.

I feel that, as we said 1n our testiany, we have an enormougly

complex bill to administer. Perhaps we can come to you with some
recomnmendations that may simplify’it from where it is.

Other than that by delay, I guess, we can possibly handle that
without delay if technical amendments move rapidly. Since I am
new to the Scene you would know about that better than I would.

Mr. Quie. Would the gentleman yield

Mr. Forp. Yes. HI

Mr. Quie. I would say, Commissioner, that I doubt there is going
to be any legislation that is going to save the day for you because
everybody has ideas they want ta hang on to it when an education bill
comes through. '

Talking to the other body, they are talking about doing that
sometime toward the middle of next year. That means you are going
_to be toward the end of fiscal year 1976 before you get any legislation.

So I think you had better make up your mind to send the regula-
tions up to Congress and see what reactions they have.

Mr. Beri. We have never proceeded on any other basis,

But I would say again that I think this legislation can be improved
upon.

I think what you are saying, Mr. Quie, is, let us look further down
the road and the timetable for implementing what we have.

Mr. Quie. That is the way it looks to me from the conversation I
have had around here.

Mr. Forp. I think I was right in pushing the feeling of urgency.
We do react when you get enough people who know there is an emer-
geney around here. :

So I would hope that vonr people would keep us advised of hov
close we are coming to an emergency and working tbgether with the
other people.

Mr. BeLn. Right, ‘ )

Mr. Forn. T wouldn’t want to see it end up as an amendment to an
appropriations hill,

Mr. Brrr. Right. ! .
© Mr. Forn. Thank you very much, Commissioner. 1

The Committee is very appreciative of your efforts here,

I wonld just like to add that T have a whole group of.questions
that T wasn't smart cnough to put together. But my staff did. T want
to submit them by letter. Some of them call for rather ‘detailed
answers, )

- Mr. BeLL. Very gond. . ¢

Mr. Forn. Thank von very much to vou and to all of you,

Next will he Mr. Lantson C. Fldred. nationu] president of the
Tmpacted School Districts of the United States, accompanied by Dr.
Fish of the San Diego Unified SC}BO] Distmet, :

-«
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- Without objection the full statement will be inserted in the record
at this time,

You may proceed to discuss it, comment on it, or supplement it gg
you see fit, :

[ Prepared statement of Lantson (. Eldred follows:]

PREPARED STATEMENT op LANTSON (. ELDRED, ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT OF
SCHOOL OF NATIONAL Crry, CALIF., AND' NATIONAL PRESIDENT OF THE IMBACTED
Scuaool, DIsTrICTs oF Tug UNITED NTATES

Mr. Chairman and Members of the Committee, I wish to thank yon for the
‘opportunity to appear before Jou today to offer comments on effects of PL (3-380
on the linpact Aid Program and other related proposals,

Joining with me are Dr. Fish from San Diego, California and Dr. Lehne,from
the Chicago Public Schools, who will address themselves to specifle problems
related to PI, 93-380,

Perhaps, the most immediate concern facing loeal school districts {s the
relationshiy between the current economte pressures on Federal spending and the
New Tier levels of Authorization and Appropriation for Impact Aid under pJ,
83 -3%0. Attached at the back of this statement are the first recaph on estimated
effectx on loeal school districts comparing the Old Law and the New Law at Tier
1I of funding without the application of the so-called “hold harmless clause.”
This recap is shownu on both ¥, Y. 74 and F. Y. 75 cost and count information.
It should be noted that information from school districts was requested using
F. Y. 73 baxe date and then-changes. comnputed to arrive at F. Y. 74 figures. We'
are aware that a few of the F. Y. 75 figures may have been F. Y. T4 fimures far-
nished in haste by local sehool districts, The effects in this recap will prove
hegligible and such misconsistencies will be removed from all following recups,

A nhritef look at the recap will show percentage losses from current year
levels of payment which would run te possible heights of 30%. such agr JackSon,
Alabama. A further look wounld show that losses would 1B most often in the
25-35% range while, at least by this recap, districts that show nny gains are
somewhat hard to find.

Local school districts are alrendy faced with lack of local tax fands due
to fajlure of people to he ahle to meet their tax bills. Further hesitancy by State
Legisintures to allocate funds to keep up with infiation has added to this
financial bind. Now to the above problems must he added the posslble loss of
those Federal funds that are justly due local school districts because of activities
of the Federal government.

let me try an example using Onslow County, North Carolina and an imagi-
nary pupil.

a. Becky Anderson, daughter of Lt. Col. Charles Anderson, attends the
hase schools at Camp Lejeune, The Federal goverument pays ub to $062.36
per yvear for her educatlon,

b. For some gnod reason, perhaps to participate in a school program not
provided on the hase schools, Becky transfers to an Onslow Connty School while
continuing to reside on the hase. Being in “A™ category, the Federai government
pays $430.15 per year for her education, -

¢. Then suddenly, Col. Anderson receives orders to go to Sontheast Axin.
Thix requires his family to move off the hase intn Onslow County where Becky
will contlnue attending the same school Now for the vervy uame Beeky Ander=on
the Federal government will pay 70% of $215.07, or $151.00 per yeaur on her
edueation. For this yvear. that is, Nothing at all next vear. If her father
happened to decide to retire rather than ship out. nothing would be paid
this year,

It seeins unavoidable that the quality of Becky's eduncation will diminish if
the =chools lose the resonrces on which they have depended and stlll depend,

It seems only reasonabie that our government conslder {he bargain it is
getting under PIL R74. especially as regards the military connected chlld. If L.}
comparison I8 made hetween what it pars to hase schools and the formula
amonnt under the Tmpact program the difference is consriderable—$062.36 on
the one hand and $151.00 on the other. If these children no& attending our
schools were to be picked up and transported to base gchools and buildings,

Q .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

[}




stoff, materlals and equipment were provided for them the extra cost would
ifldeed be fantuastic. ’

Now on the top of the above problems tne Onslow County schools could lose
nader PL 93-380 17% from the above payments should the “hold harmless

" ¢lauses” not be funded.

The poussible results’'of decrensed Impdet Ald on local schools range fromn
reduction In programs to refusal to educate the Federal child in some states
to drastle fucreaxes in loeal tax rates to keep the current levels of education,
With people already In Buanclal trouble due te. economic conditions. I fear that
uny effort to ralse local taxes to replace lost Federal funds would meet with
kreat hostility both with the local Board of Education and Federal districts by
'L 93-380. )

The, conicepts of Section 2, PL K74 predates the law ltself. It Is the only
sectlon of the present law that was carrled over from the Lanham Act whereby
entitlements were calculated upon a loss of assessed valuation and a resulting
continuing financial need. L ; .

Section 2 of PL 874 affects approximately 170 schools districts In 25 states
of the unlon. All of these school districts must have fost at least 105% of thelr
asgessed valuation due to Federal acquisition of real property within the school
district since 1988, The real estate loss to many school districts Is well over
30% : some as high ay 809, 1]

Approxhinately 33%% of the school districts in the nation that recelye
entitlements under Section 2 of PL 874 do not recelve money from any other
section of the law, 'They are totally dependent upon this one part for & sub-
stantial portion of their budgets. v

While Section 2 of PL &74 has been one of the least controversial sections of
the law and has been consistently pald.out at 100% of entitlement, 1°L (3-3%0
deals with it more harshly than any other remalning section of the iaw as
shown bhelow : :

Payment Prior to PL 93-380, 100% of entitlement.

Payment Under PL 93-380: .
R Percent
Paragraph I Funding________________ ___ &> _____________________ 25
Paragraph AL Fuoding. . __ 35
;
Total through Paragraph 11_______________________________ ____ a0

As indicated above, Section 2 has a 40% penalty through Tier I1 funding ;
a penalty far in excess of any of the other sections,

In, addition, Section 2 is not covered by any of the “hold harmless clauses”
of PL 93-380. Therefore. there is no. way that Sectlon 2 could participate In any
«f the safeguards of I, 93-380.

- Since Sectlon 2 of PLL 874 i8 distributed on a ‘“need” basls, it should be

¢ returned the 100% funding level at paragraph 1. The amount of money required
to fund this entire section of the iaw at a 1009 level is not great, It Is estimated
Ab¥ " the Department of Health, Education and Welfare for fiseal year 1074 at
9 million; 1975—10 mililon: and 1976—11 million doliars.

It Is further urged that Section 2 should be Included in the Intent of the
“hold harmless clauses™ related to reductions In entitlements epused by changes
in the law.

One of the effects of PL 93-380 was the elimination of any post office fucilities
from qualificatizn under Impact Ald. We wounld concur that those facillties
that are leased to the Federal government by private concerns are of questlion-
able qualifleation. We do feel, however, that these facllities such as large col-

« “tection and distribution centers that are Federal property are a8 much of a
burden on local =rhon! districts as any military facility and should be rein-
stated in the Impact Ald Law, B

Possible difficulties may arise as a result of confusion In administering the
four so-called “hold harmless clanses” of PL 03-380. It appears that two of
the clauses may be Included in an initial appropriation bill and the other two in
possible supplemental appropriation billa. Should the opportunity arise, we
wounld hope this Committee wonld aid In joining these clauses together and
making them true “hold harmiess” In nature.

The Department of Defense has employees who may wear a uniform or who
may not. PI. 83-380 makes a distinction in the rate of entitlement between the

 ERIC I
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children of these two types of employees which I8 not necessarily shared by
local school districts. Whether or not the father wears a uniform makes no
difference in the Impact on 4 school district as a rule. We would hope the
Committee might take another look at this distinction and offer the following
information from the Defense Department to show how trends in types of
emplovees may inerease the burden on local school districts,

FY 1866 through FY 1968.—114.000 Military positions were converted to 92,000
civilinn positions, :

FY 1973 lhruugﬁ FY 197548000 Military positions were converted te 39,000
civilian posjtions,

A total of 162,000 military positions have or will he converted to 121,000
civilian positions, In converting from mititary to cvilian positions there ix a
difference in the figures because civilian personncel do not requiré extra support
personnel as the military does,

The level of, funding requlred to fund through Tier IT with the “hold harm-
less” provisions added appears to he signifieant, but not necessarily known at
this time. Recent estimates released by U.S.OF, can give the mathematician
cauxe to doubt if the true figure is known, I ean, however, by U.S.0.E, fizures
arrive at estlimates that range from $746,472,000 to ax high as $884.522,000 for
funding through Tier 11 with the “hold harmless clauses” It should be noted
that even at that level some districts still lose from current entitlement as much
as 1077 to 206.

It does appear that costs through Tier IT with “hold harmless” provisions
will fall well within the 500 million dollar range and fast approaching 900
mitlion dellars, Such figures in these hard times eause us to express coneern, not
anly for education, but glso the general welfare. At a time we are comcerned
with the retraining of o\ many unemployved, any proposal that detracts from
the basic endeational needs of our people must he viewed with some degree of
alarm.

Although not part o , 03 350, the Administration’s new proposals for F, Y.
76 on Impact Aid are worthy of mention, I anm informed that the new legislation
proposes o new formula which reflects more aceurately the Federal respon-
gibility for Impact Ald. Funding priorities in the existing law in terms of %
and B children wonld remain essentially the same ;. however, school distriets
wonld be required to absorh a portion of the costs of educating eligible children
whether they are “A” or “B” children. .

The seheme goes further to require a rednetion from each school distriet’s
entitlement of an amount equal to 5% of its total operating budget.

If it was renlly the Administration’'s intent to “more accurately refliect the
Federnl responsibility” there would he no two-year old local contribution rate
used to offset current costs and further, there would be a budget proposal that
wonld include full funding for all sections of fmpaet Aid

Shonld the Administration’s proposal for F. Y. 76 be fact than I fear
faor the alility of many school districts to remain operable.”

Let me offer as an example what will oceur in the little distriet of Gwinn
Area Community Sehools in Michigan with a total enrollinent of 3250, of which
2025 are A" and “B” Tmpaet children,

Tax rate one yvear ago=10 mils,

Tax rate now=19 mils,

Tax rate nfter new ;\tlministrnti:m'prn[msnl:.’%] mils,
Tax rate at Tier I of funding=6063 milx.

This example can well he applied to all 4.600 some-odd Ympact Ald school
distriets and as far ns 3500 of these districts are concerned, they no longer
will be concerned with Tmpaet Add. '

tentlemen, 1 trust that sone need for either adeqnate levels of funding or
amendment to current Inw have been <hawn, [ also trugt, Mr. Chairman, that T
<hall be forgiven if T appeal to von hy pointing ont that school districts in
vour own state of Kentucky are particularly hard-hit under T A3 3580, with
Jogarg well up in the 200, to 407% range should Tier IT and “hold harmlecs
clanses” not be funded for F. Y. 768, However, even at that level losses will be
107, oF 2007 from this year's level of funding. ) :

Thank you. Mr. Chatrman, for your conrtesy in permitting me to present
this testimony and should 1 be of further assistance to the Committee, T sxhounld
be honored. Thank you.

K}
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1974- 75

State and school district

AMabama:
Mobile County
Baldwin County.
Enterprise City. . .

Pike County
Montgomery County
Troy City ...
Anniston City_ _
Cleburne County
Eimore County ...
Russell County .
Piedmont .
Guntersviile Clty
Huntsviile Cﬂly
Jackson Coun

Decatur City.. ... ... ..
SeimaCity . . ... .

Datlas County.__... .
Alaska:

Kodiak isle... . |

Greater Anchorage .
Califorma:

Klamath-Trimty. ... R

Travis AFB___
Sunnyvale. ...
Ocean View .
Kernvifle.

Kern Community Collen ..

Southgrn Kern
Muroc
Kern Jt UHSD
La Canada. . ..
Sierra Sands
Victor Valley
Pasadena. . ..
Sweetwater .
Lemon Grove . . .
fFallbrook HSD . . .
Grossmont HSD .
Escondido. .
Fallbrook
Los Angeles Unified .
San Disgo {nified.
Sacramento Unified. .
National thg

District of Columbia : Distr

bia public schools. . ...

Florida:
Duval County.. ...
Clay County

ict of Colum-

Orange County___. U

Georgia:

ouston County....... ... ... ..

Peach County
Cartersville
. Lanter County. .. .

Hbinois:
Bromberek. .
Woodland
Libertyville
North Chicago
Rantoul
O’Fallon HSD.
Q’Fallon Cent Dist
0’Fallon Comm Cons
Lebanon _
Triad .
Aviston .
Jonesboro. ... ..

Kentucky:
Trigg County
Christian County
Union County.
Marshail County

Mu fenberg County. ...

ayfield 1SD
Ful on City R
Russellville 1SD_
Central City . .

58~34S——75————4
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N.w |
ter 11

$305. 937
45 473
359 870

168

1, 052 466

173,303
2,474,740

268, 739
1, 819, 696
113,759
383. 661
10, 692

398. 739
3,424,744
9. 246, 125

624,959

239. 681

4,596, 735

2,088, 207
1,327,297
754,470

1,290:729
122,510
8. 547

19,380 -

2,091
28, 961
31,181

543,237
416, 043
95, 768

6 414
58. 888
32,000
12 945

9, 282

3,739

43,107
251. 717
83,325
27,399
37.965

7,342

6
11819

$396, 551

13.77%

270 476

326

1, 086 521
9,6

158, 441
2,123, 452

223,101
1. 819. 636

195. 532
3,577, 401

1. 889, 890
1,081, 363
709. 546

1,040, 741
82,477
11,493
13.294

1,532
22. 5719
23, 490

512, 811
389. 781
67,363

4,501
46,109
34, 604

6,585

3,436

5.311

32.218
216,228
68, 729
25, €83
29,475
1 160

5,756
16,235

8 751

Ditference

—$30.614
-31 718
- 89,394

~142

- 34,056
+5, 942

--3,863

-2,027

—13,588

—14, 682
—351, 288

45,638
0

--21, 006
—18,578
—2. 366
—12,190
--17, 664
- 15,587
+2. 354
-35, 407

—249, 988
—40,033
+2,946
—6, 086

—559
—6,382
~17.691

—30, 426
-26, 262
—28, 405
—1,913
—12,7119
42, 604
- 6,360
—1,846
+1,512

—11,889
—41,289
— 14, 540
1,716
—8,490
+3.818

Old tav.
i

$336, 726
49 258
391.337

7.178

1, ll’ 395

053

lOl 252

6, 795
71,001
145, 476
24

189. 758
3,711,924

294, 630
1. 995, 000
124, 842
421.036

3 754,695
8.433.616
533. 251
263. 032

5, 039, 489

2,289,542
1, 455, 242
827.206

1,415,198
134

47,264

' 282. 351
91,359
30, 042
41,626
8, 050
1,178

26, 507
12,959

1975-76

New law,
tier 11

$434 780
15016
29, 439
8033

173, 486
2,328,171

244,596
0

214, 255
\ﬂ, 922, 328

2, 130, 056
1,195,523
777,985

1,143,215
90, 423
12, 603
14,634

1. 680

Ditference

—398, 42t
-34797

--16,272
—~1.383,753

-50, 034
0
—23,049

—1,117,161

—139, 486
—258,729
—49,221

—271,983
—43,902
+3,232
—6,615

—612
-1.097
-8 416

—33.357
—28,787
—31, 144
—2,097
—14,006
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State and school district * Oid law
". b '\’: - e e
Kentuchy>—Continued
Larue County $40, 523
Caverna ISD ' 15. 759
Hardm County 521, 123
Breckinndge County " 3.n
Elszabethtown 70, 378
fon Thomls 24,202
Ve ol » . 20, 058
Ludiow 1SD 1], 143
* Estill Count R 423
Rockcastle County . . 28, 1/
Madison County 67, 02
Harnison County 8,418
. Powell Copnty 11,108
Montgomidry County 23,639
Jetterson County 642, 667
Maryland:
Anne Arungdel County 4,259, 486
Montgomery County 6. 999, 137
Michigan: Gwinn Area School 917,408
Mississipp: Guitport 302, 028
Montana: tlementary SD Number 9 761, 010
HSD Number 9 313, 555
Nebraska: Papillion Public School 632, 952
Nevada: Elko County Scheol District 165, €51
New York:
Port Chester 8,789
Highland Falls 266, 019
Cahoes City . 36,025
Rotterdam-Draper . . 50. 269
Peru,, . 1,08.773
Beekmentpwn . . 43,951
Carthage - 149, 419
Waestmoreland 18,239
Rome._ 1,309, 680
North Syracuse 271636
South Senéca 33. 166
Niagara Falls . 62, 55
Savona C - 10, 516
Niagara- Wheathald 267, 830
North Carolina“
Wayne County . . . . 816. 529
Onslow County . 992,126
Cumberiand County 1.831, 318
Fayetteville. ... 610,374
Oklahoma: b
Lawton . . 1. 866, 452
Midwest City .. o .... 1,284,601
Altus. | . . . 730, 204
Moore 270. 740
Enid. ... - 206, 091
South Carolina:’
Beaufort County 568. 428
Berkley County 1,402, 348
Richiand County 444, 738
Barnwell 79,409
Greenwvilie County 79,738
Tennesses: -
Sullivan County 173,934
Bristol City.. . 37,13
Washington County 96, 773
Manchester 72,961
Frankiin County 139, 245
Clay County 8, 981
Lincoin County _ 18, 647
Tullahoma 123, 622
OeKeld County X 8. 694
Memphis 939..29%
Mitan City 86. 223
Texas: Killeen 2 940, 561
Washington: .
Grand Coules. 191,797
Medical Lake 620. 670
Clover Park 3,389,123

46

1974 75

New law,
tier 1l Difference
»
$31 777 —18 146
14 355 1.404
410.398  —110,72%
26, 098 —11,279
55. 648 —14,730
10, 706 —13, 496
6. 081 —13,917
1,507 -3,63
18, 005 —10, 413
17,048 —7.128
52,270 —14,758
11,796 +3,378
7,481 —3,622
15, 589 —3. 050
437,531 —205, |36
3,422,207 837,219

2,361,041 —4, 598, 096

901, 977 —15, 431
237, 520 —64, 508
755,018 -5,992
310, 150 -3, 405
958,036 - —74,916
157, 690 —7.961
15,513 +37. 224
231, 685 -3, 3
48,512 +12. 487
45, =5, 264
1. 041,229 —17.544
34.690 —=9.261
122,205 =27.21%
29,099 —9.190
1,182,565 —127.115
214, 166 —13,470
24,574 —8,592
164,105  +101,549
7,707 -2, 809
259,753 —3,077
789,676 —26, 853
800. 114 —192,012
1, 925, l95 —305, 823
601, 5 —38,829
1,626,650 —239. 802
1,061,387 -223214
684, 091 —46,11
203.319,  —67.421
178, 448" —27.643
l92, 611 —175,817
1,215,145  —187,203
406, 826 ~37,912
58, 056 —21. 393
143, 383 +63,645
115, 619 —58, 315
33, 705 -3, 427
67,029 —29, 744
54, 861 —18,100
85,941 —-53, 304
8,078 903
5, 447 -13,200
93,171 —30, 451
10,221 +1,527
1,136,880 4197, 391
69. 719 —16,474
S 2,777,189 —163,372
150, 556 —41,241
635, 054 —14,384
3,292,326 —136,797

1975 76

0ld law

$44, 431

17,279

571.318
40, 981
77,166

25.918
704, 644

4,667, 626
7,629, 897
1, 005, 800
331, 141
834,375
343,776
693, 950
181. 617

9.086

291,659
93, 497

895. 230
1,087,803
2,007, 847

669, 215

2,046, 364

224,955
623, 210

87,472
190, 761
09

9
3,224,057

210,287
681, 598
3,715, 740

r

N Ilw
tier 11

$34, 599
14,739
449,978
28,615
61,015
11,738
6. 668
8,231
19, 888
18, 692
57,310
12, 934
8170
16, 420
515, 982

3,750, 102

284, 790

865, 803
887,232
1,669,173
659, 547

1,834,745
1,163, €68
750, 034
222,879
195, 646

540, 103
1,332,272
446, 040
63,653
156, 923

3,044,916

169, 070
696, 259
3,565, 888

Difference

=917, 524
—5, 041, 267
16, 9y

—211,619
—244, 749
—50, 556
—73,888
—130, 309

—82,907
205, 242
—A1, 580
—23,203
+69, 451

.
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" TESTIMONY OF LANTSON C. ELDRED, NATIONAL PRESIDENT OF ,

THE IMPACTED SCHOOL DISTRICTS OF THE UNITED STATES,

ACCOMPANIED BY DR. H. DAVID FISH, SAN DIEGO UNIFIED

SCHOOL DISTRICT : '

Mr. Eroken, Thank vou, Mr. Chairmai, for the opportunity to
add to that statement, ' Tt

Dr. Fish and I have split up the testimony to be offered. .

In the interest of avoiding dupligation Dr. Fish will handle the
equalization issnes_ahd tonch on sone of the problems on Section C,

I thinkeperhaps the most immedinte concern facing many of the local
school districts aronnd the conntry is the economic pressures to relate
to the Federal funding and then as they relate to this coming year
to the tieglevels panyment under the authorization and appropnations
of 93-380. .

Attached to the back of this statgment are, first, a table of recaps
from school districts around the Nation in the order that'I' received
them. They are coming in daily. It wonld be our 1y tention to add to
these recaps and share this inforination with you ap we go down the
road,
“ 1 do wish to point out that a\the top of the sheet it shonld he “fiseal
venr 19747 in the left cohmmy andYfiseal vear 19757 in the right column,
We got carried'away there Wwiththe financial year's data we asked for
from school districts hased npon fiscal year 1975.

We interpreted back to 1974 in case the statistics offered this morn-
ing by USOE. were based upon that year. .

A brief look at this recap shows percentage losses from current vear
levels of payment which is already prorationed running to possibly as
tiggh as a 50 percent loss, snuch as Jackson, Ala.

I have with me by the wayv in the box on the floor the actual work

-sheets received from every one of the school districts that is men-

tioned in the recaps before yvoun. -

They also appeared to fail more ﬁwnxi]y in the range between 28 to
35 percent. Yon will find very few districts in the recap showing any
gains at all,

The loeal school distriets prosently ave havd-pressed due to the lack
of collection of tax moneyvs and the nnemployment problem facing
many of the people in this country- forbids them from meeting their
tax hills. .

The school districts then are further plagued by a financial hind in
that the States have a hesitaney toappropriate the funds to support the
schools. )

To the above problems we now wonld seem to face the possibility of
Federal funds being enrtailed throngh many of the educational agen-
cies beeanse of the activities of the Federal Government. ’

T have an example in my testimony. Becky Anderson, who is a
fictitions person by the way, her facts and the firures are time, repre-
sents a good exanple T think across the Nation of what an effect there
conld be on an educational agency, shonld they have Becky.

Becky Anderson is the danghter of Lientenant Colonel Anderson.
She attends the base school at Camp Lejenne. North Carolina. The
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* Federal Goverment pays for the support of Becky's education some

- $962.36.

Should for some reason Becky gransfer to the Onslow County School
District the Federal Government now would only pay toward her edu-
cation $430.15. .

sShould Colonel Anderson be transferred to Southeast Asia or some
other place the Anderson family would no longer be entitled to buse
housing and wounld most likely reside in the community while waiting
for the return of Colonel Anderson.

Now for Becky's education the loeal district would only get $151.
Yot Becky isstill there asan act of the Federal Government.

It would seem unavoidable here that Becky’s education would have
to Jdiminish as the school loses the resources to educate her. .

It would also seem reasonable that the Federal Government is re-
iving quite a bargain by having Beeky educated i the loeal commni-
mty instead of having them edueate her themselves,

On top of the above problems for Onslow County the schools fuce
under Public Law 93-380 a further 17 percent loss from the aboivh-
mentioned payments should the hold-harmlags clauses not be funded.

The po=sible results of decreased impact aid on local school districts
range from outright reduction in programs to further refusal by sonie
school districts to even educate the Federal ehild, which is possible in
some of our States,

There are pegple already in trouble due to economic conditions.
We have a fear tsmt an effort. to raise local taxes to replace lost Fed-
eral dolfars would meet with a great deal of hostility directed at the
local school boards and perhaps a great deal directed to the peoples’
representatives here in Waslhington who might receive some of the
blame for having placed this burden upon them. .

I would like to go on briefly and cover some of the ot her seefions of
the lnw, - .

I should point out that the recaps represented to vou today are-on
Section S of the law only, You will find mention in the recaps of figures
from California and those figures might conflict with the figures pre-
sented to vou this morning by the two Congressmen,

But the two Congressmen were speaking only on section 2 and [
reeapped only on seeNon 3, .

Section 2 of the law actually predates the impact aid law itself,
going way back to the Landrnn Net, Caleulations were hased upon a
loss of assessed valuation coupled with a continuing financial need.

There are ovly about 170 section 2 distriets in this country, All
of them have lost at least 10 percent of their assessed valuation due
to Federal activities. In many of them the loss extends to well over
A0 pereent and some as high as 80. But there are definitely few that are
that high,

Approximately one-third of these 170 school distriets receive no
money from any other part of the impact aid law.

Section 2. which has been one of the least contoversial over the years,
1s dealt with very harshly in the new law.

I have there on page | in the middle, that the payntents prior to 43—
380 were 100 percent of entitlement for section 2.

As we look at payments now nnder tier 1 and tier 2 of funding we
find that even through the end of tier 2 a section 2 district will receive
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only 60 cents on the dotnr. And the section 2 districts stand no chance
of recovering any of this additional money becnuse they did not partic-
ipate in any of the hold-harmless ¢lauses. .

There is I think a distinet need to address some attention to the
plight of the section 2 districts. There is a need which I think shonld
be returned to 100 percent funding level at the paragraph 1 level

As you can see by the amounts of money before yon, it wonld cost
the entire United States in the coming year approximately only 11
million dollars to take care of those 170 school districts.

Further, should it not be applicable to adjustment at this time, then
some manner could be found to indeed hold those districts harmless.

Another problem in the new law, inadvertently, I think, is that no
post office gxcilities qualify. We would concur that leased post office
facilities by thegF6Varnnent are of questionable qualification as far
as impact 1s concgyngé. .

We do feel, however, that there are large collection facilities in
many of our large cities in this country that in that ense are definitely
a burden on the local school district just as much as any military facil-
ity might have bheen.

Some means needs to be found I think to reinstate at least a seg-
ment of post office services.

We find some difficulties and confusion as was expressed by the
gentlemen before us when we look at these hold-harmless clauses. It

«apprears that two of these clauses may be included in the initial appro-
priation bill. It also appears rhat two of the others must wait a pos-
sible supplemental appropriation bill,

I believe the current thinking of USOE is to report all fouy of these
for separate apfpropriations. -

The intent of Congrese I believe waf trulv to hold distriets harmless
with a change in the formula. We would hope that when they come
out with rules and guidelines here the hold-harmless elauses are sueh
asthey are worded. .

Another problem we see is the distinction between a child’s father
asto whether he wears a uniform or not.

I have =ome brief statistics on the bottom of page 5 which show,
for the fiscal vears of 1966 throngh 1065 that the Department of De-
fense converted 11LO000 military positions to 92,000 civilian,

There is a gap in here. Bat for fiseal vear 1973 through 1975, 48,000
military positiongéwere convErted to 39,000 ¢ivilian,

The total of fRose vears means 162,000, military positions converted
to.121.000 civilian positions.

The impact of the Federal Government’s activities, whether a father
is in a uniform or a white shirt or a bathing snit. it matters not, as
far as the school district is concerned. when it receives that child,

As we look at the tier levels and the hold-harmless clauses we relate
them to the hard economic times we face, we have a fear that shonld the
funds through tier 2 through the hold-harmless provistons he funded,
T am not sure that anvhody at this point in time can accurately say
what that fienre is,

However, nsing U"SOF's fiecures alone., T can find estimates that
range from K7 16,472,000 to as high as &884.552.000 for funding through
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tier 2 with the hold-harmless clauses with their own figures. Even,
at that level some districts lose 10 oF 26 percent of funding for the
currcut year, depending upgon which hold-harmless provision would be

p pProvided.
I think we can safely say that the appropriation-levebkthat is needed
. here is fast approaching the w900-nntion figure, That is stagrger-
ing. Tt isstaggering to us in edueation., .

We awonld hope that USOE conld_shortly provide us with the
fignres we are seeking or perhaps if there is a necessity for some
changes, : .

I am informed that under the* administration’s new proposal for-
doing away with certain parts of the impact aid program they pro-
pose a new formmla which reflects more accurately the Federal re-

_— sponsibility for impact aid. :
i As T recalll funding priorities in the eXisting law in terms of A ay

B children would gemain essentinlly the ssame. But the scheme
ou to require a reduction from the entitlement of these distric
percent of their expenditures. This wonld eliminate-the, great
ber of impact aid districts arouid the countrys from the pr
Tt it was really the administration’s intent to “mor
. reflect the Federal responstbiiliey™ there would he no@
contribution rate. There -wonld be a budget proj
inchid®d full funding for all sections 6f impact aid.
Should thée administration’s projffosal for fisca
operable T would fear for the ability of many «
to remain operable or to be able to offer a pre
at all, . :
Thave a small example on page 7, a little s
Tts tax rate a year ago wag 10 mils. Due
its tax rate is now 19 mitls, just about doule. - )
Shonld the administration’s propossl on the:5 pereent ahsorbtion
_&o into effect they would have to raisg that tax rate to 31 mils.
, Should funding under 93-3%0 not/he adequate enowgh to get throngh
- tier 2 and stop only at trer 1. the little school distriet is faced with
. a tax rate of 63 mils. '
+ T would mot want. for one/to try to stand up before the publie
and explain that, , - o )
Gentlemen. I trast that Thave shown some need for adequate fund-
ing levels or perhaps shm/f_\'. sometime in the future, amendments to
the present law., / e
There ix a very fmadl indiseretion here on the part of page 7 in
an appeal to Mr. Pefkins. Using his own State. pointing out how ,
hard-hit come of Wg own school distriets wonld be. with losses well o
up inthe 30 to 4, pereent ranee, shoudd the hold-harmlesseclanses not
w funded. Evenat that level losses will he 10 op 20 pereent.
" Thave kept i testimony brief in the hope of responding to questions
from the copdmittec. ' i
Thank #on for the conrtesies in aceenting me this moriing.
Now:# we mayv. Dr. Fish \\"i]l fit vight iifhere with the goneepts of
: equalization. '
© Dy Frsin My, (Chaivman, the equalization comments that we have
e to the coneept-paper originally prepared by
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Mr. Foro. Excuse me, Dr. Fish. Without objection your statement - .
will be inserted into the record at this point. i’

Dr. Fisu. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
[Prepared statement of H. David Fish follows:|

PREPARED STATEMENT OF DR, 1. Davin Fisit, SAN Divoo UNIFIED Sciioorn D1sTrIcT

Public Law 93-3%0 has moditied the Tmpnet Aid ' ogram by adding a new
gection 5(d) (3) to the basic law. This section provides an exception to the
previous section 5(d)(2) of Pabiic Law 874 prohibiting stete governments
from taking into consideration Impact \Aid funds in determning the amount
of state Tanding a school district may receive, A simple statement of the
exception is that a state could make application to be allowed to consider
impact aid as part of equalization payments to school districts. Congress?
in maintaining a prohibition and then adding an exception, obviously intended

% that the prohibition was still in effect except in certain limited cases. Testimony

Liad been presented that in a very few states new equalization programs had

" been enacted which provide complete equality in accordanee with the Scrrano
. and gimilar cases. The national direction toward erualization that truly makes
the quality of a student’s eduneation independent of the property wealth of the
school district is a relatively recent phenomenon. Not only is the change recent.
but it is very limited in impplementation, Very few states have enacted financial
programs that provide~eguality of educational resources either.voluntarily or in
response to a court decision, . ,

The receptness and the extent of the potentinl changes in edueationa] finance
led Congress to include provisions in the law requiring, careful processing of
any exception to the former absolute prohibition. The complexity of the sithject
prevented Congress from even writing a general rule that estabiished definition~.
The law and thie conference report have a combined meaning that exceptions
from the general prohibition are to be determined on a “case hy case” hsis
and the rvight to due privess is .s'periﬁl-nll’;‘ stated. Additional limiting wording

_ established the condition ». . . . If the state has in effect a program of state ajd
for free public eéducation for any fiscal year, which is designed to equalize
expenditures for free publie edneation among the loeal edueational agencies .. .”
a= the basic condition, The “program of state aid” phrase indieates that the
‘state has accepted the responsibility to provide the additional funding necessary
rawnier than providing for shifting among loecal property taXes with a finaneinl
loss to affected districts. !

The affected local school districts as well as the states are offered the oppor-
tunify for a hearing prior to the implementation of any decision to allow a state
to divert impact aid fimds, and thereby reduce the school distriet’s financial
sapport, Congress elearly did not intend the appiication of the exception to be
general in nature or to reduee the funding available to schools.

Most ilinpurmnt and vital to today's testimony was the requirement that the
Commissioner of EdQueation defme by regnlation the terms “state ald™ and
“equalize gxpvn’ditnres" after consulting state and local agencies affected. The
definition of “equalize expenditures” and the method of evaluating its appiication
through regulation is the test, of compliance with Congressional intent.

On Februnary 10th and 11th the initial consultation was heldigt(uw Office of

Sdneation with both/representatives of some states and a very f of the many
school distriets copferngd with this law, A concept paper hadhbeen developed
and cirenlated on fhe 31st of December and formed the basis of disenssion. The:
impaet aidsefionl districts are serionsly concerned with the direction of "the
concept pzper. The broad interpertation possible nnder the concept paper and
the methods ofe the application of the gunideline are not consistent with Con-
gressional intent. The concept paper makes a basically simple process comnlicated
and potentially dangerous to the ﬂn*noinl stability of the loeal school distriets.

As presented on the 10th of February, the concept paper takes theeapproach
of deseribing three alternative methods of examining state school finance pro-
grams ntilizing arbitrarily determined indicators or acceptable ranges or hench-
marks for school district expenditures per students. Not only doex thi< methnd
hecome complex but it s also possible to show that in certain states alrendy
adjndged to have nnequalized educational finance programs one of the alterna-
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tives could apply. It is possible to demonstrute seriony” deficiencies In each
alternative ; or, much worse, to figure out semegnethod to quaiify an unequatized
program through minor adjustments in wording. The total approach is inadequate
to the challenge, not necessary, and almost Impossible to apply universally to the
fifty states. Stafes have a wide variety of historical backgrounds in reaching
thekr enrrent educationnl funding programs It is not the role of the Office of
Education to attempt to justify or approve the pattern that has been developed
but rather to certify that equalization has resulted. -

The concept paper did nog inelide some very basie pretfiminary conditions that
must he considered In rv\'igving the-ndmissibility of an applieation and amount
of funds affected. We submib¥ these as basic positions.

(1) The state must be in full and complete compliance with any court mandate
to equalize educational opportunities. The state must have satisfled the various
restraining orders, court mandates or any other judicial provisiéns that require *
equailzation within the state. The equaiization program must he in full opera:
tion so that the removal of impact aid funds as a direct district revenue will not
Tead to a reduction of funds available to the loeal education agency, To allow a
state to take impact ald funds under consideration in an equalization program
that has been jndged to be inadequate or not truly‘equalized by a court would
be directly contrary to Congressional intent. )

(2} Any educational finance plan operating in a state that provides for an
unequalized limit on loeal educational agencies through an unequalized revenue
limit or other device intended to prevent or limit the expansion of educational
opportunities by local educational agencies in also contrary to Congressional
intent, R

(3) Any funding from impact aid that has a categorical limitation cannot he
cdnsidered under any state equalization plan. Equalization refers to general aid
funds only and to consider funds derived from public housing students which
must he spent in a categorical manner or handicapped students'who musi be in
specified programs is not general aid.

The attentfon of the Commission should he focused on the effect of equalization
Plan and the prohlems of the concept paper could be avoided. As a counter pro-
posal, we would suggest a_gimple process that is consistent with the original
Congressional intent. First, a definition of equalization that is consistent with
Tecent court decisions can be developed. These decisions indicate that the quality
of a child’s education shonld not he a direct result of the real property wealth of
his xchool district, Another way of stating the basic thought is that the education
of each child in the state should have eqaal aecess to the available resources.
The process for the state then would be to establish that thie amount available for
the ‘regnlar student in the regular program was hasically the same across the
wtate and ghat each school distriet in varying from this amount counld do so hy
tiposing in eqyt additional burden on the local property taxhavers for an equal
amount of support per student, Other variations from the actual dollar amount
per student would have to he as’a result of trne categories of educationnl need
as in the ease of those students requiring additional or different services as dis-
enssed in subsection 5(d) (3) (B) thandicapped. economically disadvantaged, and
others). A state’s application would consist of documentation that variation for
the particular school district from the regular dollar nmount per student have a
rational basis fourdded on the need of the student not on the comparative property
tax wealth of a school distriet or the diseriminatory practices of a partial or
inndeqnate state equalization program,

Several states are currently under order hy the courts to develop equalization
programs. Obviousty, these states, after an extensive judieial process with the
lengthy presentation of all relevant data, testimony of expert witnesses and
all of the safegnards of the American legal svstem, eannot be considered to have
nn equalized program far school finance, and therefore should not be able to appty
1o the federal government to subvent 1’1, 874 funds until they are in full and
complete compliance with new enurt direction. To support the equalization man-
dated, we consider that a narrow interpretation of the law was what Congress
intended. The examples that were providdd in testimony of inequality under the
present Impact Ald program were few and restricted to those states which have
achteved a high degree of equalization, If the guidelines that i_mplompnt the
5(d)(3) exception allow states which have not equalized to divert impact aid
Tunds. then the gnidelines will be a source for injustice, Congress’ intent to facili-
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tate equalization will have been subverted into a reward for maintaining systems
_of Inequality. . ‘ \
Dr. Fisit. The statements have been modified somewhat by testi-
. mony we have heard today in asides produced from staff members of
the Office of Education. '

In the interest of time I will concentrate on relatively few state-
ments from their concept saper and also some specific responses to the
discussion today which laid ont the major issues.

First of all, with regard to the excéption of 5(d)(2) we do accepf

«and wholeheartedly endorse the idea of an extremely limited exception.

"Already we have had an opportunity to check four school districts.

" in Floritla. We find that even there we'have some challenge to the con-
clusion that Florida would quakify. : -

We would request of the chairman that we have an opportunity to
deliver a statement from Brevard County which shows that the current
Florida program does not truly equalize. It does not provide an equal
dollar amount per student.

Mr, Forn. Without objection your statement will be inserted.

[Brevard County, Fla., statement follows 1] :

» STATEMENT OF /BREVARD CoUNTY. FLA, Ox IMPACT AID, LocaL LEEWAY oR
ReQUIRED Local EFForT

When considering impact aid as required local effort in state equalization for-
mulas, it may not be considered independently of local leeway. That is, impact aid
is to compensate school districts for the added burden of school children brought
to a school district by a federal government owned installation. This same instal-
lation takes property off of the taxroll and therefore decreases the potential
revénge which may be realized through local leeway, or that amount of miilage
which may be taxed for educational purposes and which is not equalized in the
state formulu. Therefore, before impact aid Is considered as required local effort.
a state average should he computed of revenpe per pupil realized through local
leeway. Tmpact aid districts should be guaranteed at least this average by use -
of impact aid funds. . I

To illustrate the concept. Florida’s total assessed valuation in Octoher 1974 was
$81.713,308.799. There were 1,563.697.88 full time equivalent students. School
distriets could tax 8 milis. hut 6.3373 mills were treated as required local effort,
or substracted from the state computation of the Florida Educational Finance
program as an equalization measure, This left 1.6627 mills as local leeway. or
that amount which could he taxed to support an education program ahove the
minimum Program provided by the state. Ninety-five percent (allowable for taxn-
tion) of $81.713.308.799 times the potential local leeway of 1.6627 mills divided
hy 1.563.697.88 full time equivalent students vields $82.54 as the average revenne
per FTE tha?.ﬁﬂfﬂ mills local leeway will provide. This is the average amount.
Actually the {istricts range in potential from $194.23 in Collier County to $18.58
in Holmes County. Collier County's potential from 1.6627 mills is 1045% of that
of Holmes County. Ironically. Holines County is an impact aid county. Impact
aid adds another $5.71 per FTE for a total of $24.29. This is far helow the stnte
average of $82.54 nnd only 12.5% of Collier Connty's $184.23, Would it bhe fair to
permit Collier County to'maintain their %194.23 per FTE in local leeway and
connt Holmes County's $5.71 per F'TF, impact money as requiresd loeal effort?

To relate Florida's six school districts, which receive in excess of $1 000,000 in
fmpact aid. to their local leeway situation. T have prepared the attached tahle,

Column 1 is the impact aid reported on the district’s FY74 Annual Financinl
Report. Fiseal 75 figures were unavailahle for the study. These impact ald-fignres
are high as they Include FY73 impact funds impounded hy the President. hut
released In FY74. As an example. Brevard Connty received $759.000 in impounded

“ furids. However. for the purpose of this study. the fizures are usable to demon-
strate the desired relationship hetween impact aid and local feeway. P
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Column 2 is the amount of the hinpact aid per student when divided hy the
nuniber of full thne equivalent students in the district durfug the October 1974
survey, To obtain the number of full tite equivalent students in the district, the
October unweighted FTE was doubled.

Column 3 is the nmount per FT8 that the loeal distriet may raise by taxing the
L6627 mills of local leewany. Column 4 18 the amonnt of F'EE that Columnn 3 exceeds
or s below the state average of $S204 per FTE. Of the six largest impact nid
districts in Florida, only one district, Dade County, exceeds the state average,
This demonstrates the effect of federally owned property tax exenrptions,

Column 5 1s the potentinl amount per FTE availuble to the distriet whet jimpact
uid and local leeway are combined (Column 2 pins Column ). Column 6 ix thet
tionnt per FTE that this exceeds or is below the state average of $82.54. Brevard
County and Okaloosa County now join Dade County in exceeding the state aver-
are, However, the |argest, Okaloosa County, is still $35.38 per FTE, or 2857
below the Collier Conuty nmount of $194.23. A good argument could be made for
permitting all impact afd countles to retaln their impact aid as loeal leewny ns
long ax the state permits Collier County and all other countiesseXeeeding the state
average to maintain thelr favorable loeal leeway through ad valorem taxes,

Column 7 demonstrates the amount of impacet aid which would be counted n<
vequired local effort, This is computed by mnlgiplying Column 6 by the number nf
FTF in the district when their yvield exceeded® the state average, Column 8 i the.
mount the districts would retain to maintain the state average.

If this system of equalization Was put into ('fff(‘t, districts wonld be encouraged
to tax-the legal millage limit. Thix is the only®way an fmpaet ald district could
mnintain the state average when their assessed. valuation per puhlic was less
thun the state average, This may not be a favarable goal when pressure to reduce
loralad valorem taxes hax been mounting, Ax nn example. the tnble demonetras. <
that withont counting $1.867.727 of _Brevard County's impnet ald as reqrired
local effort, the amonnt per FTE available to Brevard County exceeds the state
tvernge. In reality the $52.53 available FTE to the Connty through loeal leeway., or
the taxing of 1.6627 mills, was not realized. Brevard Connty passed most of the
excess above the state average on to the tax paper by only taxing 0.9127 mills
A% local leeway, This reduced the amonnt available to only $25.83 through ad
vilorem taxes and $91.12 total when taking Into consideration ifmpact aid.
If the goal is to facilitate a reduction iir loeal ad valorem taxes. it may he
well tn leave the impact ald situntion ax it now exists. That is. permit all impact
aid to be loeal leeway. .

In comparing per pupil revenue available, a strong argnment exists for using
weighted FTE. The weighting of FTE tends to faetor out the inflnence of program
varintion. One school district may have a greater need for exeeptional child
and voeational programniing than another district due to the uniqueness of their
population. The programming is reflected by weighted pupils. Table 2 illustrates
the same data nsing rovenne per weighted FTE to Judge the inflnence of impact
aid on local leeway. The results are similar. Three of the six counties are still
helow the state average per W/FTE local leewny when they retain their impact
nid. One county, as hefore, has n greater than average vield from ad valorem tax
and conld relinquish their impaet ald. Two other districts are below state average
vield from dd valorem tax. but exceed! <tate average when impact aid is con-
sidered. They wonld retain tie amount of impact aid necessary to bring them to
the state average.

Ins«nmmary, the large maiority # njacet ald districts receive less than the state
average per pupil revenue from their ad valorem tax loeal leewny. This is due
“?r”"l amonnt &f tax exempt property owned by the Federal Government within
the district. Tmpaet aid compen-nter somewhat for this inequality. Districts
shonld 5t be required to contribute their impact aid until there is no loeal
leeway and all non-ctate revenne i gonsidersd reauired loeal effort. At this
time, alt districts would be equalized. A éompromise position, thongh nnfair to
frnbact aid distriets, would be to allow them to keep that amount of their imnact
aid whieh will brirte them to the state avernge per pupil revenne through loeal
leeway realized from ad valorem taxation. However, this will encourage imnact
aid districts to tax the legal limit as this will he the onlvy way thevy may realize
the state average in ner_pupll revenue. This would he in oppesition to enrrent
thought of making schools leg pendent on ad valorem tax, giving relief to the
property tax paver,
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. Nonexempt July and
assessed October  Public Law 874
. October | TE luat hted 1973-74
Counties , 1974 fall, 1974 FTE, To7a receipts

22, 625. 62 749, 013, 069 29, 360. 3018 112,332

Alachwa. .. . . .. ..
Baker 3,318. 36 51,298 737 4.013.0684 _____ . _
Bay 20 628.10 577 217.574 25, 297,91%6 796,60
Bnhlofd 4, 186. 22 114,125,076 5. 497, 2052

. Brevard e .. 57,860.18 1,924,017, 443 70, 525. 4146

- Broward . _ e e e 140, 092)4 11, 063, 581, 692 183, 000. 5652
Calhoun P B VI R | 68, 598, 852 2,717.4382 ...
Chartottes. ... [ ... ... . . ... 5,725. 76 * 654,738, 717 7, 1486544 -
Citrus. ... .. . 7,085. 34 296, 498, 822 9,133 4554
Cley. .. .. .... N .. 13,661. 02 468, 194, 341 16, 448.6970 . .
Callier e e e 12,837.24 1,578,527, 352 16,104.8438 _____ .
Columbis. . .. [ . ... .. ... 7,341 18 185, 726, 909 9, 134, 2442 67,759
Dade.... .. . 255,371.34 16, 833, 119, 404 335, 781. 6814 1,329,057 .
DoSoto......... N 3.585.24 136,221, 414, 4,526.554¢ _ P
Dixie.._.__.. .. I 1,816.76 37 797, 654 2,304,138 . ...
Duval_....... ... e . 110, 362. 46 886, 909, 707 139, 284. 7550 1,622, 02t
Escambia_ . ... ... s 48,137, 20 l 434, 278, 762 60, 529. 0254 1, 524, 617
Hlagler .. . . YT - 144914 126,926, 701 18158104 ,___._..__... .
Franklin_ . . . _. .. .2 1,854, 82 77,737, 309

.............. .10.040. 80 142,654, 720
. .. 1,446. 40 48,021, 841
........ e +17248.90 110. 167, 338

.. . '2,821.88 © 97,358 583
2, 369. 20 57.871.698
4,023.12 153, 809, 112 4,678, 7532
3.968.18 169, 126, 680 4.901.4312,

. 573418 232290, 765 7,374 4120
. fhhnds Ll ET - 7,205.74 393,941 560 8.980. 3814
Hillsborough . .~~~ . ™" o 114.960. 46 3,442,522. 786  143.547.0212

Holmes . . . . o 3,307, 22 892,990 4,108, 4256 718, 890
Indian River - 1T T 9,518 18 ¥ 724,317,758 11, 490. 3485
Jackson._ .. .. .. 6 81, 194, 438 10, 405. 6850
Jefferson_ 20 75, 197 564 3,144 8104 _
Lafeyetts 821. 38 33 433 478 v 1,035 7854
lake. . . . . R 38 963 444,439 21,181, 6512 ..
¢ Lee .. ... . . 27,015, g 1,618, 565,970 32,818.4422 . .
Leon ., . . . ; 22,267 . 17201, 088, 653 28,602.8100 .
Clewy . .. 4,126. 42 125. 439. 243 »5, 0871254
Aberty .. ..o, o 958.90 26. 270, 639 1321492 .
Matison . __ . R 1.487.70 73,291,975 41760406 .. .
Manatee 20,444.06 1,078 309,177 25,863.0878 ... ...
» Marion. . 21, 041.02 880, 740, 159 25 994 07132 . ... ...
Martin 8.370. 14 944, 150, 600 775.5656 __ .. R
Monroe 10, 252.94 685, 663, 429 13. 129. 7456 706, 419
N Nassau . 7,144.68 274, 494, 506 8,709, 3438 36, 019
Okaloosa . 26. 368. 54 %25, 480, 179 31, 726. 8022 2,752,186
Okeechobee . - . 4,075 22 153, 881, 486 5.01L.1216 .. _....
Orange.. .. . 84,557.20  4.719 905 290 107, 188, 9332 931 283
Osceola. . . e . 7,693, 44 613, 865, 349 . 7304
Palm Beach *. e e e 72.587.12  5.219.897 694
Pasco. .. ... L. L. 15, £82.28 811, 474, 060
Pinellas... . . . 94,178.02 5,399 535, 360
Polk. .. e . 61,145.32 2,584,676, 013
. Putnam. ... . . L . 10,776. 48 250,943 149
St Johns ... ... B 7.942,78 552, 628, 042
- St Lucie . e e 12,438.38 761, 809, 263
Santa Rosa. 11,922.16 303,934,031
Sagasota . ..t oo 23,439.80 2,368,195, 478
Seminole. . . e e 30. 602. 26 862. 431,153
Sumter. .. ___ e e el .. 4,632.46 158, 523, 227
Suwannee o 4,932, 60 115,288, 423 N
Tavior §,.870.00 116. 673, 494 ; .
Unton ... . . 1.470.78 23114, 382 i, 8248818 2.918 &
Volusia ____ 34,790.34  2,090,980,150 . 42.269.3418 ° 140, 630
Wakulta_ _ . 2.314.10 47,173,964 vzne oL ..
Waiton 3.932.18 170. 000, 000 4,795 1674 204, 509
Wassiagion. 3.863. 12 66, 108, 542 5.840.3125 .. .. . .-
Total .. ... .. S TP [N 1. 563 697 88 Bl 713 308 799° 1,986, 244, 7892
¥ e S, I

t Ex:ludes property under htigation.
t
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Dr. Fisu. In regard to the report that was presented there was one
fact that was mentioned this morning.

" With regard to the top 5 percent, we can understand removing the
top ¢-percent school districts. There are school districts which through
«quirks of nature, long bus trips and other things like that far exceed
a reasonable range.

The bottom 5 percent is still not practicable. Either they are dis-
tricts which are not spending an adequate number of dollars for chil-
dren—and this is what this is about—or it refers to districts which are
nonoperating.

I believe Commissioner Bell used those terms. To clari fy what a non-
m‘)emting district is, I think we can uncharitably call a lot of these
places “tax shelters.” They are districts where there are so few students
quite often that they find it expedient to pay tuition and they are pay-

- ing it at such a low rate that they are/'so far below in expenditures that
the only way that they can be identified must be as a tax shelter.
* They are not possible in a truly equalized system.
I make a recommendation in my testimony regarding equalization.
I believe that the approach taken by the administration here has made
a basically simple ’SSUB complex. . -
We propose basically that a case-by-case basis be identified. one that
shows individual school districts what they are going to receive per
student and one which would show why this would vary from a
-standard.
. It could vary because districts have been allowed to increase taxes on

an equal rate or the special education needs of children have been ad-
Judgred to be identified as true classifications and they require special
services as provided for in the law.

The other major point we would like to go at relates to debt service
in regand to the basic equalization. , ‘

I must refer to San Diego. We are given that Public Law 815 was for
the problem. of school construction. This is not valid because Public
Law 813, if we received the funds, it didn’t result in a debt’service. The
school is built and operating and there was no burden back on the
local property taxpayer. '

Under the basic concept of Public Law 874 is burden. We did accept
the burden. San Diego has 26,000 out of 123,000 federally connected
children. The school district just accepted the burden of voting a tax
override of $219 million, the eventun{’ total cost of paying for these
schools caused by growth.

One of the areas of growth in our city that we are gervicing with
these funds is the Murphy Canyon naval housin projeci, where the
Navy has built 2,321 units which supply 4,990 students. It is in a grow-
ing suburban area where builders o? new homes are being charged a
surcharge 6n the cost of construction slated against the developer and
actually paid by the homeowner when he moves in. It is several hun-
dred dollars. 4 e

The surcharge is being paid because schools are not adjudged to be
available.

The ironv of the situation is that the way that the Public Law 815
law works it says you can only be paid in terms of a total district en-
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rotiment. That may even disqualify us from veceiving funds fora new

. school i that area.

We have received furflls previously for one school in which we have
put nearly 2000 students on a year-ronnd basis. The actual rate of
capacity for the school in our 815 application was 1440,

So when our community aceepted this burden it was beeanse of the
failure of the Governnment's activities and the failure of the Govern-
ment through 815 to supply an adequate velief to the local property
taxpayer. ’

e.- I bring to yonr attention that I have asked the assessor of San
Diego County to give an estimate of the land cdst of our property in
the city himits and school district of San Diego and the 15 military
installations.

Two vears ago this was. He identified the land in market value alone
was over $730 million, disregarding any improvement on it. Just
imagine how much lower the property tax wonld have heen that our
peanle vated to paeTorschools il that land had been on the tax rolls.

This is one case where there was a great deal of justice.

T wonld like to speak Inter to a fact which ecame up in the conrse of
the concept paper or rather three factors which did not come up in the
concept paper and have not heen mentioned here today.

One. we do not believe that any State which has not complied with
any court mandate to equalize educational opportunities shonld even be
considered in any way for receiving funds as though they were
equnlized.

In the previons discussion it was said that this might be possible. Tt
is my understanding now that the new gutdelines would vemove that
potential. It is such an obvious point. I don’t want to comment on 1t
further.

Second, the gnidelines for the first time, parts of impact aid have
been identified ns a categorical program.

I would like to make two very hasic points about the public honsing
section. T see that Mrs, Bertha Leviton from New York i in the an-
dience. Tassume she will speak to these points further. But I wounldlike
to state. one. that public honsing is the result of Federal activity, 1t
i< n Federnl Inw that created it. It does pose a burden on the local
school district that with a entegorieal limitation tied to the Federal
pavment for the pablic housing student, that this shonld not be con-
sidered under any equalization formula. It has not been. Fquatization
formulas relate to general aid to edneation,

Second, We interpret congressional intent to mean that this meney
was to fill 1 holes in the services that we provide to students in Tow-
income areas of the sehiool district.

Many school districts. San Diego being one, have found it necessavy
to supplenigit wiNi focal taxpavers” funds varions compensatory eru-
'vnwnms. he school district should have the maximum flexi-
bility in meeting these kinds of identified additional serviees,

Yes, they are for low-income students. But. no. they <hould not be
tied up with the expensive eategorieal mandates which mpose costs
above the reimbursements for the Federnl programs.

In other words sehool districts do ineur additional expense from

geompensatory education programs and mavbe one of the best uses of

ERIC 05
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the public liousing would he to helpy meet and help service low-income
students in general and not tie it down to extremely expensive cate-
gorical liniitations. I am sure Ms. Leviton will speak to that further.

In the interest of time I will reduce my statements further, except to
respond one final minute to the administration’s ‘)rolposn]. .

Ipregret that this was brought in becanse frankly I did not see the
Batelle report which endorsed impact aid and the Stanford report
which endorsed impact aid can be considered as o major justification

. for the inajor surgery that they recommend.

We have always been tarred with the brush of Washington. D.C'. This
Nation only has one National Capital. There are only a few school
districts around here. .

I wish everytime they brought up one of these school districts they
would have to bring up the city of San Diego, C'alif., San \ntonio.
Tex., Bremerton, Wash., Cape Canaveral, Fla,, which is in Brevard
County, West Point, N.Y.

I have a list that could go on forever. This country is national. Tt
has one National Capital. I think they have a justified case in the school
districts around the national eapital,

But we are concerned with the disastrous impact at the local level
by préposing to,reduce budgets by an arbitrary 5 percent. 1

Our district this year carries a bndget reserve of 0.65 percent. We are
having CETA's employees who sre showing up at 5 in the morning

to work.
~ Our major problem now is finding enough money to buy equipment
for them to use. )

They are fine people. They are there becaues our employment rate in
our community 18 approaching 11 percent, if it is not r)eyond it at this &=
point in time. . '

So we would lose 5 percent of our budget. Tn 1974 it was$.9 percent.
of impact aid. I don’t think impact aid, as we have shown, with 26,000
federally connected students, ean be considered incidental in San

Diego.

' Te) lose that money wonld pose an additional 40 cents on our tax rate. \
‘T wonld hate to think of how many people would literally lose their
homes. T know that kind of emotional pitch is offensive on occasion.
But it is the truth of the matter. »

Local property taxpayers would have to absorb the burden or we
would start with additional layoffs of those people who we have the
power to lay off, those at the lower eifd of the economic scale in educa-
tion. teacher nids, the probationary teachers, and so on.

We would lay them off ont of district funds and acquire them out of
CETA. Something is wrong in the administration’s thinking.

Thank you.

Mr. Forn. Thank you very much,

We also have a statement here from the Sierra Sands Unified School

District by.Mr. Grant Pin
Without objection it wil”]m;s\(;mod in the record at this point,
[ Prepared statement,of Grant Pinney follows:] -

PREPARED STATEMENT OF GRANT PINNEY, StsmrA 8ANDs UN1FtED Scroon DISTRICT,
RIDGECREST. CCALIFORN1A

-

I am Grant Pinney. Assistant Superintendent of the newly formed Sierra Sands
Unified School District. This district was formed July 1. 1974 by combining the

Q . 61 . )
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China Lake Elementary Sehiool Distriet. the Indinn Wells Valley Sehool Distriet,
the Rand Elementary School Distriet, and o portlon of the Kern Union High
School Distriet.

The total distriet s now more than 3.000 square miles in slze and Is Joeated
in the Mojave Desert east of the Sierra \lounl,qm Range in Kern. San Bernarding,
and Inyo Counties in Catiforuin.

This area Ix i€ated fFom nll citles of any size ky at least 90 miles, The cost of
living and \ulu/»] coxts nre exceedingly high, One of our highest costs is trans:
portation,

In this area the assessed vatue of property per pupil is among the fowest in the
State of Californin, so L. STHmoney is the lifeblood of this school districer.

In October 1974 we aceounted for 2,300 A7 catogory students and 2700 “R”
category students out of a total ADN of approximately 8500 students, Slerrn
Sunds Unified School Distrlet is 779% impuacted with federally. connected stndents,
maklng this district a “slave” of the Naval Weapous Center at China Lake, Cali-
fornia. This school district exists only because the Naval Wenpons Center exists,

While the enrallment is 777 federally-connected children, the income is only
92¢, federal money. The people of this nrea have taxed themsélves to the lhmir.
The local tax rate for this school distrlet exceeds $6.00 per $100 of assessed
vitlue of the privately-owned property. The total assessed value of the school
distrlet is $34 mlliion, while the estlmated assessed value of the government-
owned property in the area Is over $500 million, If this school distriet would tose
the P.L. 574 income, the $8.00 tnx rate would have to be increased to $11.89 per
$100 uf assersed valune to make up the loss in federal funds. Under the present
system of flnancing in California it takes a fote of the people to increise the
rovenue limit. While the taxpayers in tn\%n have carried the federal impact
up to this polnt, [ am sure they would not vote to neurly double the wdready exces-
slve tax rate,

Thank you for this opportunlty to appear before your comittee,

Mr. Forp. You have developed. Mr. Eldred, qlite an extensive set
of figures here on the impact on individual sehool distriets across the
country that you have selected out by eategories of States.

Have vou been in contact with the local administrators of all the
school districts that are listed here?

Mr. Erpren. Yes. They have filled our worksheets themselves. T have
more copies for committee use. They are as they came in, no special
order, no special selection. And they are still coming in. -

It. wonld bo my intention to enter these ligures. .

Mr. Forn. I \\mxl(l ask vou to add a mnp]e of columns of your
figures here and give us also the additional returns that are generated
by wvour survey.

When we get a place like Huntsville City in Alabama that has
$355.000, what does that represent as a percentage of their operating
budget  What does that loss represent ?

»And what happens to the same school districts if you apply the 5-
pereent absorption that the administeation is proposing?

Mr. Froren, We will be pleased to enter those figures, sir, and it
would not be difficult for us.’

My, Forn. T presume vou could probably get them from what youn
already have. You heard the Commissioner this morning. e still has
some of his people here.

T would be Q{:l(] to offer on behalf of the committee our assistance in
arranging for vou and a representative group of people from the im-
pact aid districts to sit down with their experts and see if vou can't
come to an agreement on the criteria to determine to the degree that is
possible, before the guidelines are finalized, what the impact conse-
quently on the school districts will be on July 1 1f all these formula

.changes kick in.
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I ami not trying to be in any way seornful of the Officé over there,

But I am disappointed that this record now shows that, although we -
passed this legislation some time ago, there has been little evidence of
any effort on the part of the Office of Education to gather the data
necessary for us to make a determination. :

The Commissioner obviously shares the concern of this committee
that we couldn’t wet down here until a point when we are just about ont
of time and{hen determine that cbange is dictated by the prospect of
disaster for individual school distriets.

So if we could get your people together to pool resonrces, since the
Commissioner has offered that kind of cooperation, I wonder if you
could provide some pepple who could stay for a few days or come back

. ina week or two, howewer it is best and most convenient to get this job
done. . :

Mr. Eroren. We shall indeed, sir. We welcome the opportunity to
assist in any way we can.

Mr. Forn. We will determine who the appropriate person is to pick
the Commissioner’s team and to work with them and onr staff. Both
mnjority and minority, T am sure, will participate also.

Really I guess we are suffering from a dearth of information at the
moment. That, unfortunately, is the way in which we legislated or
[shouldsay in whicl they were changing the formula.

. You mention o Piage 3. Mr, Eldred, of vour statement the possibil-
ity of State’s r%ﬂing to edueate the Federal child. This is not the
first time this péssibility hasarisen. - :

As amatter of fact we have about $60 million or 66 million in impact
aid tlx:ntw back to the Defeprse Department for rnnning schools on
military’establishments because of a determagation that a loenl school
districr wag unable or unwilling to un(lortnko‘?ﬁo-odurnti(m of children,

Would von know how many States there are that are aware of the
options of edneating a military child at the local level 2,

Mr. Froren. T know one. definitely, Nebraska has this option. T be-
lieve there are two otheérs. But T wonld not have the ability to name
them. I will doublecheck and supply that to vou,if I may, .

Mr. Fogrn. Staff has asked the Defense Department to give ns an
inventory of places where they have installed schools. That should
show ns who made the determination not to educate those children in
that extension of the public school system. -+~

I take it from the way vour statement is phrased here that vou be-
Lieve there is a possibility that this wonld be one of the reactions of the
more heavily, impacted States. )

Mr. Frpren. Yes sir, One gentleman in partienlar as T reeall 2 vears
ago did just such a thing. When it appeared that the appropriations
were not going to hé snflicient enowgh he actnally went to the extent of
mailing out letters to the parents of some of the childven. that if they
were to remait in his school he would have to charge the-parents tui-
tion.

T am «ure. in the gentleman’s defense, he did not do this lightly.
e muet have done it 'with a very heavy heart.

Mr. Forn. T sappose that would be an easv way to solve the problem
sinee the law specifically makes provision to absorb that expense.

Y alsa draw attention to the uniform and nonuntform distinetion
of the Department of Defense. Tt has heen the poliey of the Congress .

0% 24_—Th——n
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.

to continue in urging a reduction in uniformed positions for seyeral
Cyears, :

Your figures indieate that they aren't reducing payroll very much.
just-taking the wniform off them and pytting them back in eivilian
clothes,

Is there any way to determine how many of aid children become non-
aniform through this process and still reside and still work on the
military property a

Mr. ooren. Thisisa determinable figure as each district must count
and identify as to the relationship,

It might not necessarily hold throughout the country. But most of
the districts shonld be able to produce this information immediately.

Mr. Forn. Just some examples, if vowhiight have them.

Mr. ELorep. Yes.sir, I can prowide thode very easily in a day or two
from some of the statistics in my own office,

Mr. Forp. You are both from California. Perhaps yon have talke.l
‘with the spperintendents, Has yvour State consulted with xou with
respect to the potential of using equalizing provisions of this act !
© Mr. Evogen. No: our State did not consult with ns directly on this
issue. We knew that the State of California was invited to participato
in a meeting back here and that they were enconraged along with other
State departments to bring representatives of local eduention agen-
cies. This was not done.

v Asa rule of thumb I do understand that at the beginning there were
some representatives from the State of Utah of local education agen-
cies apd from California. Our Don White back here in Washington
did attend.

We were present at impact aid by direct invitation from the Commis-
sioner. But that was the extent of the involvement of local edneation
agencies to the best of my knowledge.

Dr. Fisn. There is a slight addition to that. T was invited throngh
the State after we called the State and asked the State to invite me.

Mr. Forn, You were here and heard our disenssion with the Comn-
missioner and his people about their definition of “local expenditure.”
Presumably that is going to have to be resolved one way or another
rather soon. )

ITe suggested that might be part of the guidelines that might be
available for publieation by April, the Tst of April, unless they ean
move much faster than they presently anticipate.

We wauld hope that von would be able to advise the committee of

! what inpais i £ any. von have heen invited to have in determining what
the definition should be as set by the Commission and then advising
us whether von have given that input. so that we can bear that in
mind when the staff sends that proposal to ns for examination.

My, Fpren, We will be pleased to keep the committee posted. :

Mr. Forn. [ hope that before this chart is submitted finally for the
record that vou check some of the mathematies because some of them

. don’t add up.

For example, vou show Alabama in the 1975 and 1976 yvears. The
fgures in the plus or minus column do not jibe.

©Mr. Erpren. We have a typographical error there. T shall check

immediately in my box before leaving the room.
Mr. (C'ross. T just checked it.

ERIC SR .
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Dr. Fisat. That is not 1975 and 1976,

Mr. Evorrp. The one column on the left should just be fiscal year
1974, Fhe eolumn on the right is fiscal year 1975, ‘ >

Mr. Cross. I do have some questions for both of you'l would like
to submit later.

Mr. Krpren. By all means. . .
Mr. Fogp. Without objection the questions and your answers will be
submitted at this point it the record. y

[ Questions and answers referred to follow :]

QUESTIONS SUBMITTED BY CHRISTOPIER CrO88, MINOKITY LEGISLATIVE
ABBOCIATE

Question, 1, Yon also say that the provision designed by OF is complieated.
In light of your view that the exception should not be widely used and in light
of the complexities of school finaneial provisions across the coyntry, is it "not
understandable that determination of eligibility for the exveption provision can
be anything but simple ?

Answer. Determining whether the exception necds to ‘be complicated in its
applicntion depends upon the definition of equalization. In my testimony the
definition that is used is very simple in that equatization means an equal amount
of resources for each student’s education with a necessary corollary that a com-
munity be allowed to raise taxes to provide education of equal quaiity on an
equal basls with any other community. For this to be effective allowance has
to be made for those arcas of clearly ldentifiable variatlon in the need of
students such as handicapped. educationally disadvantaged, or other specific
problems requiring special programs. The problem with the concept paper pro-
posal was that it looked at plans rather than resnits, For the law the significant

~ fact 18 the actual dollar amount that a school distriet will recelve per student

sxhould be ‘equalized. How the state reaches the point of equalization is not
significant. The state should be ahle to explain how and why variation from
the equalized amount per student occurs.

Question, 2, What tests would you suggest for determining eligibility under
()2

Answer. The answer to this question is given in the previous answer with the
added requirement that the test for determinlng eligibility by a state to receive
the exception would be proof that the actual result of its plan would be the
dolinr amount per student. The varintions would have been explained in terms
of meeting a categoricnl need that has been met on a statewide hasgis or that
a district has varled from the basic amount through a consclentious decision
th increase taxes, Again the inerease would have been equalized in that the
same burden would provide the same henefit per student.

Question. 3. You say that it Is possible that a state which has been adjudged
to have an unequal school finance program could qualify for the exception.
Conld you give me an example of such an instance?

An<wer. The testimony refers to te concept paper wording which has sub-
requently beon changed. However, one of the alternatives presented in that
concept paper wonld lhave allowed the State of California to claim that the
current school finanee program which ix known as 8.3, 90 was equalized. In
fact, the courts have ruled that this specific xystem does not meet the state
Constitution’s requirements for equality of public edueation.

Question. 4. On page 3 of vour testimony, you say that the broad interpreta-
tion possible in OF's December 31 paper is not conslstent with Congressional
intent. Can vou cite for me what part of the paper is not consistent and why?

Answer. As I Interpret Congressional infent as stated in the report of hoth
committee and the tinal wording of the law, Congress intended that the excep-
tion was to be narrowly interpreted for t!pme states which had come into equali-
zation. The. concept paper provided esxeatially four different routes for a state
to camply with the mandate by looking at the plan rather than the result. More
specifien)lv, the alternative that was finally presented provided for this range
of over 309 variation by ineluding the provision for 5% at the top and 37¢ at
the bottom and then a range for the remainder of the districts at 207%. Such
a range of variation is, in my opinion, inconsistent with Congressional intent,
de<pite the testfimony that only three states would currently comply.
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. _ Question. 5. On page 4 you also make the poirt about the distinction between
! general impact aid funds and those funds attributed to ‘handicapped or public .
housing students. It i3 an interesting point. By this would you mean tq exclude
any funds derived from the presence of those-students even though the state
may ‘be providing a fully equalized expenditure- per child in the,district in

question? o .
-, Answer. The distinction between general and categorical fundjng-is very
. ilportant in the guidelines for impact aid. The provisions of the law-that require -

specific utiiization of funds derived from tounting haundicapped-<and public
housing students limits the use of these funds i/ the Zeneral disgrict-support. .~ . -

At this point the proposed guidelines have not/been puablished ; however, the,.
guidelines by their very existegpce will mean t at the funds ¢an only be used’

. o In certain-ways. In the case of the handicapp students, these funds are only "
derived for students who are ih approved yrograms, which means that the
district. must provide an additional service beyond the regular program for
which general aid is provided and supported. Likewise, the restriction that public
housing funds be used on low income students carries with it the burden

N _ <o operate and maintain programs with expenditures above and “beyond the
4 general standard for regular students in the district. The San Diego City Schools, )
- and 'many other urban systems, operate such programs because of the rigidity =~ 7
o of ESEA Titleqlﬁfnidelines. It has been necessary to “fill in gdps” with district

e e

" funds to maingain consistency and continujty In services provided far, dis-
advantaged students. Our assumption is that these’are the kinds of programs
that the public housing money was meant to support. Very few state programs

" are equalized in this manner and-the griteria of equalization are not those

' criteria which identify public housing students. B . .o '
N ) Question. 6. On page 4 of your statement, you note that in your view a state
e «Xould be in full compliance with a court mandate to qualify. Would you exclude

v from these tests states which have taken action without the pressure of a court
case? © . . . -

- Answer. 'Obviously, ‘the state change has initiated an equalization prograin

o , . without g court ma'ndate should be helpful to prove that it has truly equalized

in accordance with the tests that have heen preyiouslyidentified, Unfortunately,
*very few .states have \rew attempted to achieve this level of quality. The
| maintenance of a narrow interpretation will'encourage state to, move toward -

‘ . equilization. . .
1' Question. 7. On pagé 4 of your statement you talk in point 2 about excluding
:‘ . a state that provides for an un®ualized limjt on revenue. Cpuld you explain

further what you mean by way of example?, - -
Answer. California, under the current law, provides that affer the estah-
lishment of & revenue limit, this school district can-only increase revenue hy a
o vote ¢f the people. Ban Diego's revenue limit was established at $910 per student
| d and San Francisco's fevenue limit was bstablished at $1,420.
L In other words, the beginning point had not been equalized. Under the Cal-
‘ *  ifornia law, equalization will evegtually be achieved, but it will take many
| years. A
| R Question. 8, Your text also suggests a fully equalized per pupil amount in
EY which rich districts would be required to leIelt extra funds, To my knowledge.
Maine is the only state that has designed™a program along those lines. Don't
you think that is an overly strict test? i
Answer, Forfeiting monies derived from a power equalizimg formula which
at first glance does seem unfair. however the real unfairness is the uneweness
» of the property tax. distribution. At first examinatian it would appear that rich
districts are being robbed in accordance with a “Robin Hood mentality.” How- 1
ever, rich school districts are part of a larger economic unit. The example fiRed
in California is the case of Beverly Hills which is encircled by Los Angelés,
The community cowd not exist as a.separate entity without the economic,
metvopolitan market. For years. Beverly Hills has been a tax shelter and it
_could be =aid that it is not'fair_that the high value husiness and residential
property does not pay a fair share toward the edueation of the children whose
parents work and do business in Beverly IIill's hanks, insurance companies, ~g
savings and loang, and stores. .
Question. 9, Your statement indicates that no state should be eligible to
quality under (5)(d) (3) until it is in full compliance with court action. In

g . .
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" legisluture to make changes, and then step out of the pigture. If that were
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same cases a court may deélure an existing system unacceptable, direct the

the casé, how would one know when full and complete compliance was gchieved?

Answer. If a court has directed a legislature to make changes, the assumption
i8 that if, the changes made are not in accordance with court direcfion that the
case would be soon back In the courts because the original plaintiffs would

. undoubtedly request injunctive relief. Doitlstless, a legislature is well aware
“that this compliance is.necessary will’ attempt to cqne close enough to the

court’s ruling that it would not again create another period of litigation and
possibly even'a more difficalt ruling from the courts, . :

Question. 10. On page 5 Yypu suggést that as an alternative to OE's plan
that a definition be developed which s consistent with recent court decisions.
Since, there are any number of decisions and they are not uniform Iin their
findings, which of those decisions would you select and how would you find
them? ' . ’ - T '

Answer. The Offiee of Education’s definition would have to be fairly close
to the one provided hecause the decisions may vary. but the essential facts

. remain consistent with the point made in the Supreme Court case that the

current method of financing education was equalized. The definition provided
above is a difficult one and intentionally so because the federal’ government'’s
position should be one of ‘supporting equality. But irrespective of the Office of
Education definition, any state in which there has been a .final determination
by the courts that that state's constitution, the exceptiort should not -be
applieable. - . 3

Mr. Foro. Thank you very much, gentlemnen,

T know ffom past contact that this comnmittee has had with you
and the organization that you represent that we expect to see a good
deal of xou in the weeks to come. . : .

1 think you.can tell from the eéxchange between the members of the

committee and the Cominissioher this morning .that we will need

the input of ‘local school representatives, like. the members of your
organization and need them very badly. o .

.Time is running ont on us. There is just no $ne here in Washington
who knows enough about the way this program functions thronghout
the country to make the hard deisions without a good deal of assistance

_from you. And also from the State offices. . .
1 look forward to hearing. as a member of the committee, on behalf

of the committee, from von. I really think that anything. you'can
offer that will be of assistance g us will be appreeiated.

Mr. Eroren: Thank vou, Mr, CRairman. You are most kind.

Dr, Fisu, Thank vou, D e

Mr. Fors, Tam going to answer @'quorum now.

T will be back later. .
( \ recgss was takese : .
Mrs, Crussonyr. esnme that the other members will he coming

back soon. ' We will get started. People have appointments and planes
to catch and other things to dé. ‘

We are going to ask the deputy chancellor of the board of educa-
tion of New York City to take the witness stand.

We weleame vou here and T ask vou to proceed at this point.

[Prepared statement of Bernard R. Gifford follows:] .

PREPARFD STATEMENT oF DR, BERNARD R. GIFForp, DEPITY CHANCELLOR, 0N
BEHALF OF THE SciooL DISTRICT oF THE ('ITY OF NEW YORK
.

As the representative of the Chancellor of the School District of the City of New
York, T am honored to have heen invited to speak to this Subcommittee .f’f the

-
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Housé Committee on Education and Labor on a subject of great concern to New
York City and other- Urban School Districts throughout the nation,

While it Is true that Impact Ald received by the City has been ouly about $4

N million In a total budget of $2.5 billion, or one tenth of one percent of the total

budget for the education of 1.100,000 pupils, the following should be noted:

(1) Approximately 60 percent of the total budget for education is supparted

from loesl tax sources. In FY 75 the total assessed vatnation i the €iwy, in-

cluding taxable and tax-exempt properties, is $61.5 billion of which 64 percent

is taxable and 36 percent tax-exempt (Table 1). Federal tax exempt property

is valued at $1.5 billion whiclh compriges 7 percent of all tax-exempt properties—

$910.4 million for federally-aided public housing and $57K.05 million in govern-

ment property. If this federal‘property had been subject to taxation, the City

would have had additfonal ‘tax revenue of $109.4 million—8#6.9 million from

Zpubjic housing and $42.5 million from government property (Table 2). As you

fire aware, the intent) of Impact Aid hag been to aid school districts having

this kind of loss in ancial resources. However, $4 million in Tmpact Ald is a

poor substitute for $109.4 million additional tax revenunes, This problem plagues
not only*New Yorlf City but also other cities throughout the nation. '

(2) We have identified approximatély 56,000 public in Average Daily Attend-

anre who reside ig federally-aided publie housing. Moreover, many of these satne

children are recel assistance under the Aid to Dependent Children progratn

- and are educationally as well as economlically disadvantaged. The special needs

' of these puplls for supplementary health, food, guidance ‘and remediation pro-

grams impose an excessive burden on the limited financial resources of urban

school districts. But, in nmany of our citiex, education must compete with other

municipal ageneies for access to the tax dollar, If adequately funded, Impact Aid

should be the vehicle for relieving the increasing cost of educatjon for public

housing pupils, which is currently supported by the local tax levy dollar.

(3) In recent years, no funds were appropriated for Impact Aid to public
honsing pnplfq presuniably because ESEA Titie I provided supplementary aid for
compensatory programs for the economically and educationally disadvantaged. As

Vi a result of the changes in the Education Amendments of 1974, we face the
following situation.

[In-millions] , .
Impact aid
ESEA title 1 -

- 0Oid Public Grand
Fiscal year , PartA Pact C Total formula housing Total total
107374 . $154 0 $7.5 $161.5 $4.0 0 $4.0 $165. 5
1974 75 . D 131.0 3.5 1345 15 n AaS 138.0
1975 76 estimate . . 11110 0 11,0 1.4 7.8 8.9 119.9

Estimatad change from o »
1974-75 t0 1975-76. ... —-20.0 o —35, —-23.% -2.1 +71.5 +5.4 -18.1

&

K-
} Based on 85 percent save harmiess of fiscal year 19%4-75 funds.

As Indicated above, an inerease of £3.4 million in Impaet Aid does not hegin
to offzet the loss of $23.5 million in ESEA Tifle I funds. At hest the public hou-ing
Impact Aid monies restore only the level of allocation fop ESEA Title I Part
- * (Cfor FY 1974, I

° (4) "The inclusion of public honsing pupils as a hasig for establishing eligi-
bility for Impaet Aid increased the number of eligihle school districts through-
out the nation. However. the failure to fund public housing pupils combined with
an jncrease in the number of elizible school districts has had the effeet of re-
ducing the amount of Tmpact Ald to all districts for the other types of eligible
pupils. Thus, instead of an increase in the size of the pie, the net effect has heen

*to decrease the size of the slice, ’ ’
. (51 In FY '76, ax indicated previonsly, New York Citv and other cities in the
» nation aire confronted with a significant decline in ESEA funds under the pro-
- visions of PI, 03-380, which is further aggravated by the Administration’s pro-
posal to eliminate the funding to all Impact Aid districts in which such aid
represents less than 5 percent of the operating budget.

~ H )
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It is t-vmmt the Honorable Jacob Javits was supported in his efforts o
secure the funding of public housing puplls to replace the elimination of BSEA
Title 1 Part C-—concentration grants. Regrettably, the Impact Ald TegisLidn
provides for nn entitlement level of only 25 percent in the first tier of funds: tin
second payment cyele excludes any funds for housing pupils and the Vikelihood
of any fumnling in the third payment cyele hinges on the amount to be appro
printed in excess of the current $656 million level, If housing pupiis were fully
funded nt least on the 45 percent level, New York City would receive approv
mately $30.2 mtilion: at a payinent rate of only 25 percent in tier I, the mmount
is approximately £7.5 million.. In effect, this represents a loss of §22.7 milion
to a City beset with a budgetary crisis.

() Due to increased costs. resulting from the current inflntion, failure to
Increase the approprintion level nhove the %656 million included in the supple-
mental approprintion law (PL 93-6%4) will result ina seriony reduetion in the
yuying power 0. our Impact Ald.

In view of nll of the nhove, we respectfully recommend the followiug actions
for your consideration and support :

t1) Support full funding of Impact Ald for publie housing pupits in FY '76.

(2) Increase the appropriation for Impact Aid over the $656 }ni-llinn funding
level for FY 'T7 to compensate tor publle housing puplls,

(31 Reject the President’s proposal to eliminate Impact Aid for all districts
in which sueh aid represents less than 5 percent of the operating hudget.

M (41 Ralze the entitlement level for funding public housing pupils.

(3) Extend the yprivilege of counting handicapped 'pupils of wmilitary frmilies
as one-and-n-half times a reguiar chitd when computing Tmpact Ald to include
1l eligible handicapped pupils. The higher costs of special education progras
are associnted with the type of handienp to be serviemd not with the type of
family membership. Therefore, In the interest of equity, all federally -conncets
handicapped pupils shonld be counted as one-nnd-a-hatf times p regular child.

On behalf of the Chancellor of the City of New York., T wish to expresg iy
appreciation for this opportunity to share with you these concerns and hirge
your strong support to implement the recommendations presented hferoin.

TABLE 1.--BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK

DISTRIBUTION OF TAXABLE AND TAX EXEMPT ASSESSED PROPERTY VALUATION IN NEW YORK CITY, FISCAL
YEARS 1971 TO 1975

- . \
[Dollar amounts in millions}

Tax exempt assessed property valuation. Federsl

Taxable B e - S e Total
zssessed us. All other Totai assessed
property ~  Public Government Subtotal exempt ta[axempt praperty
Fiscal year valuation housing property Federal property property valuation
1970 7. ... . $35.329.4 $807.2 $603.9 $1, 4111 $1v.231.7  $18.682.8 $53.972.2
1971-72.. 4 ,36.665.0 821 8 565 6 1.387.4 18,482.2 19,269.6 5€,534.6
1972713 . .. ... 37,865.1 826.8 $73.1 1,399.9 19.206. € 20.606.5 58, 471.6
1973 74 .. ... 4 38 529 | 259.0 575.5 1,434.5 - 19,832.6 21.267 1 59, 7%. 2
1974-75 .. . .. 39,4040 910. 4 578.5 1,488.9 20,691.2 22,1801 61,5%4.1
Percent distribution . ) ) _— ‘ -
197671 _....... 65.5 1S 1.1 2.6 319 34.5 100.0
- 97172 .. 64.9 1.4 1.0 24 32.7 35.1 100.0
197273 . .. 64.8 1.4 1.0 2.4 32.8 35.2 100.0
197374 .. ... 64.4 1.4 1.0 24 - 332 35.6 100. 0
1974 7% . 64.0 1.4 10 2.4 33.6 36.0 100. 0
Change from 1970 71 ; B T 7
to {974 75:
Number.... .. +34.074.6 +3$103.2 (-$25.8) 43778 +$3.459-5 4.33,537.3 4-$7.611,9
. Percent . 4115 +12.8 ( 4.2) +5.5 +20.1 +19.0 +14.1
e " [ S .
‘ -
- .
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TABLE 2.—BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK

ESTIMATED LOSS OF TAXABLE REVENUE FROM FEDERAL TAX EXEMPT PROPERTY |N NEW YORK CITY, FISCAL
YEARS 1971 7%

ftn millions}

Tax exempt Federal assessed valuation

Basic tax rate —- — 2. ..

per $1,000 US Gov- US Gov-

assessed Public ernment Puthc ernment
Fiscal year vaiuation housing property Total housing property Total
ie - - ———— —— -8 —— — - - . R - e e L —
1970 71, . ... 58. 89 $807.2 $603.9 14111 $47.5 $35.6 $83. 1
wr-n2..0 00 L $9.70 821.8 965. 6 1,387.4 49 0 33.8 82.8
1972.73... . . . 65.18 826.8 §73. 1 1.399.9 53 9 37.3 9l.2
49,374 . . 68.90 859.0 975.5 1,434.5 99.2 396 98.8
97475 ... 73.90 910.4 578. 5 1.488.9 66.9 2.5 109.4
Syrtotal. ... ... e A2 2,896 7,128 2765 1888 aes 3

TESTIMONY OF BERNARD R. GIFFORD, DEPUTY CHANCELLOR,
BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE CITY OF NEW YORK, ACCOMPA-
NIED BY BERTHA LEVITON, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF SCHOOL
FINANCIAL AID OF THE BOARD OF EDUCATION OF THE CITY OF
NEW YORK .

Mr. Grrrorp. First of all, T want to thank vou for extending your
invitation. This is my first opportunity to testify before a House Sub-
committee on Education and I consider it an honor and even more of
an honor to testify before my own Congressperson.

As the representative of the chancellor of the school district of the
City of New York, I would probably. be giving a different perspective
than those people that immediately preceded me because of the very
special problems that New York is faced with and the very special
problems that most of our cities are faced with vis-a-vis impact aid.

During the current year, we received a proximately $1 million
in impact aid out of a total budget of $2.5 {))illion, or something less
than one-tenth of 1 percent of our total budget.

But there are some important factors despite the limited size of the
money that we presently get for impact aid and even the limited
amount of money that we.are talking about receiving in‘the future.

T think it is important that it should be noted by this committee and
other people involved in impact aid note the magnitude of the tax-
exempt property that exists in large-cities.

For example, in New York City, our tax base, our real estate tax
base, has a total assessment of some $61.5 billion. '

However, only 64 percent of this taxable and 36 pereent af it is
nontaxable.

Tn other words in terms of tax-exempt property, we have a total
of 22 billion of tax-exempt propertv in New York City. Approxi-
mately $910 million of this housing is due to the existence of publie
housing proiects K578 million due to U.S. Government property. or a
total property of $1.5 billion.

If this property were taxed—if we received our regular real estate
tax for this in New York City—we would receive an additional tax
revenue of $109 million, $66.9 million from public housing and $42.5
million from (Government property. ‘

o . . ~
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I think it is very, very important that we emphasize this fact. Due
to the existence of Government property in New York City and dune to
the existence of public housing in New York City, we are losing $109
million in real estate tages from these t wo real estate types.

As you are awifre, the intent of the impact aid has been to aid dis-
tricts having this kind of loss in financial resources.

A little over $4 million dollars in aid is 2 very. very poor substitute

when one realizes that we are talking about a loss of $109 million.

This problem plagnes not only New zi’m‘k City but other large cities
faced with a similar sitnation.

Let me make a conple of other points. We have identified approxi-
mately 56,000 pupils in average daily attendance who reside in fed-
erally aided pnblic honsing, Many of these same children are receiving
assistance nndér the aid of dependent children program and are
educationally as well aseconomically disadvantaged.

The special needs of these pupils for snpplementary health, food,
and guidance, and remediation programs impoge an excessive burden
on the limited financial resources of all%arban school districts.

Here again the aid formula fails to take this into acconnt. Al-
though we understand that money is to he geared toward educationally
disadvantaged children, the amount of money we are talking about—
given the 56,000 pupils in average daily attendance—is far too low to
serve the needs of all these chtidren. '

For example, if one takes into account that we now spend something <
over $2,000 per student and we multiply it by the 56,000 students in
average dailv attendance, it turns out that we are spending $115 million
for these children living in public housing projects. .

We are now receiving $4 million in impact aid. f

We are rgceiving less than 3 percent of the cost to educate these
children from impact aid. . .

The result of impact aid, T think, also has to be looked at in terms
of other cuthacks that are being contemplated by4he Federal Govern-
ment as exhibited in the President’s recent budget submission.

The President’s recent budget submission. for instance, shows an
ostilmnte'd aid for title 1, part A, for New York City, of some $111
million. .

In 1973-74, we received $154 million in part A funds.

Tn 1974-75, we received $131 million.

So we are talking about a nef loss of $20 I»Qw jon just in part A funds
over a 2-year period. i

When' we talk about part C funds, we are talking about a net loss® ™
of 3.5 million.

Tn 1973-74, we had $71%4 million in part C money. This fiseal year,
314 million. ,

The President's budget calls for elimination of C funds for the
next fiscal year.

What T guess T amreally trving to get across is that one has to
look at impact aid not as an isolated source of funds for a large city
like New York but one also has to look at it in the context of other
fungding cuts that are now heing contemplated. ;

' & amount of aid called for in the new impact aid amendments of
$7.5 million for public.housing students in New York City would not \
come close to offsetting the significant Jecreases that we are talking

about vis-a-vistitle 1, part A and part ' moneys. '

¢ »
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In essence what we appear to be doing is, instead of i muousmg the
pie, New York City appears to be getting a smaller and smater shee
of the pie. That pie has remaincd constant or is increasing only mar- &
ginally,

One other point T think that should be kept in mind is that the
inclusion of public housing pupils as a basis for establishing eligibihity
for impact aid inereased the number of eligible school districets faroundd .
the Nation.

However, the failure to fund public housing pupils combined with
an increase in the number of eligible school districts has had the effect
of reducing the amount of impact aid to all districts for the other
typesof e hglb]e niprls. :

In other \\or(L vou have put s in a confrontation with other dis-
tricts that have large numbers of A students and double A students.

One other factor that I think bothers us tremendously is that in fiscal
vear 1976 according to the legislation being proposed it is implied
that all funding should be eliminated to distriets where the impact
represents less than 5 pereent of the opesating budget.

Obviously if we are talking about a large city like New York or
Chieago or one of the other large cities a]tlmngh we are not talking
about 5 percent aid wg,eould be talking in terms of tens of millions
of dollars.

We think this 5-percent restriction is one that penalizes and nnder-
euts the entire notion of funding students living in public housing
projects.

I giess one other factor we want to get at is that the impact aid
legislation provides for an entitlement “level of only 23 percent in
the first tier funds and the second pavment excludes anv funds for
public housing pupils and the likelihood of any funding in the
third payment evele hinges on the amount that is appropriated in excess
of the current $65.6 million level.

If students living in public housing were fully funded, at least on
a 4i-percent level, New York would receive approximately $30.2
million. At a pavment rate of only 25 percent in tier 1 the amount is
approximately $7.53 million.

I have to constantly throw these figures out because yvon are meas-
uring this against a loss of $109 million in tax revenues.

Even a $30.2 million funding level would roprosm? only approx-
imately 25 pereent of what we would be getting if we were able
to tax these properties.

In short, if we were attempting to summarize the position of N ew
York City Tthink we conld do it in the following way.

Point No. 1. We support full fundipg nf impact aid for public
housing pupilsin fiscal vear 1976.

Point Nb. 2. We are asking that you increase the nppmpnntmn for
impact aid over the $656.million funding level for 1975 to mmponqnte
for pubhgdha\lqmn pupils.

. Poinf No. 3. We are asking that vou reject the President’s proposal
. to eliminate impact aid for all districts in which such ﬂld represents
less than 5 percent of the operating budget.

Point No. 4. We are asking that you raise the entitlement level for
funding public housing pupils.

~J
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Point No. 3. We are asking that you extend the privilege of counting
handicapped pupils of military families 2c 1.5 times a regular child
when com[l)uting impact aid to mchude alt eligible handicapped puplls.

The higher costs of special education programs ure associated with %
the type of handicap to be serviced and not with the type of family
memuoership.

We are canght in a dilemma where we might actually be funding
a child of & poor parent Hving in & public housing project at a level
less than we would be funding the child of a general receiving an
income in excess of $30,000 a year simply because that child happens
to be a member of a military family. . ’

Therefore in the interest of all equity all fedgratly connected handi-
capped pupils shonld be counted as equals nn(&t least in the present
legislation as 1.3 times a regatlar child.

On behalf of the chancellor of the city of New York and the board
of education, I wish to express my appreciation for this opportunity
to share with you these concerns and urge your strong support to
implement the five recommendations presented.

Thank vou very much.

Mrs, ("insitony. Thank you, Dr. Gifford.

Will vou be testifving separately

I was going to call on some other members. But they are not
here.

First of all, T would like to ask, Dr. Gifford, what would be the
impact of using attendance rates rather than enrollment ficures to
compute impact aid, the impact aid grant ?

Mr. Girrorp. First of all T think the question is a very important
one. Let meg attempt to give a little background.

In most' of the Federal legislation, especially categorical Federal
legislation, we usually reccive moneys on the basis of average member-
ship, average attendance.

Let me back up just a little bit. Traditionally when we have asked
for Federal categorical aid we have continnously questioned the notion
of iving aid on the basisof average (&i ‘attendance.

ITere is a case where we fhink thi "r‘%nwti('oﬂ,is especially pernicious
bee. we are dealing largely with those Atadents becanse of special
pr(%rnsmcinted with coming from pobr families—and affer all

vou have to be poor to live in Rublic houging projects—they tend not
to ntton?‘"ﬂc}mn] at the same nate that students let us say coming
from middle-class families m'\il(lron from the families of gen-
eralsda. ) . o

Using average daily attendance ‘penalizes us to the tune of some
10 to 15 percent since children from hoor famifies tend to be in school
anvwhere from 80 to 85 percent of the time, compared to the children
from wealthy families who attend school.

SoT guoé‘s one of the other reasons that we have to change the
legislation is to move from an average daily attendance hasis to a
basis where we can actually fund children. With the extra money
obviouslv we would he in a position to increase our personnel services
and sec that the children who are in school receive the services due to
them., '

. Mre. Crgniorar. T understand that some of the members of our
committec are proposing a 1-vear delay in the implementation of the
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amendments that would mandate the funding of low-rent public
housing students.

Can you rlense tell us what effect this would have on New York
City's school budget.?

Mr. Girrorp. Ht would be n catastrophe. Under limited funding of
this particular piece of legislation for impact aid vou are talking about
a $7.5 million impact on public housing and o $1.4 million impact
on nonpublic housing. So you would have atotal loss to New York ('ity
of 8.9 million, )
. Evenmore perniéious. if we were funded at a level we are requesting,
just 25 percent in the first tier, we are talking now about a potential
loss of $30.2 million. - .

_ Tthink., Madam Congressperson, that these losses must he considered
In conjunetion with the potentinl losses resulting from the changes
in ESEA regulations or proposed remilations which wonld eut Now
York City down by another $20 million over the cuts it received Jast
year. ; . .

In short, as T stated previously in my testimony, we are asking
that this Congress appropriate funds over and above the current $656
million level. We think this js crucial if New York City and the large
cities are to gain henefits,

Mrs. Cinsnors. Would you like to add something ?

Ms. Levrrson. Tf Tay T would like to point out that during the dis-
cussion in the authorizing legislation there was a conflict concerning

~continuation of part 1, part C. concentration grants.

The Honorable Jacob Javits led a tremendous fight on our hehalf.
It appears—it doesn't “appear”—it is self-evident that he was sup-
ported by Members of Congress in securing the funding of publie
housing pupils to replace the elimination of the ESEA. title I, part C
contentration grants, , .

Failure to fund the publie honsing pupils in fiscal vear 1976 will in
essenco agreed to would replace the part 1-.C grants, We lose the grant
that presumally. the machinery or the vehicle for the replacement of
those funds. :

So either way we ent the eake we are going to end up losing a
verv significant portion of the appropriation.

Mrs. Ciraitoryr. Tnoother words actially under the new amend-
ments New York City would get approximately 7.5 million in’public
housing and about £1.4 million for A and B fora total of sihont 5.9
million. -

Mr. Grrronn, Yes.

Mrs, Cinsnony. New York City’s cvrrent funding is 1 milljon
for A\ and B children. The total loss nnder the new title 1 formnla
is approximately $27 million this vear: correct ? :

M Grerorn. That is rioht, .

Mrs. Cmistiorsyr. So if there is no part C funding at all and part \
will deerease fundings it means vou are going to be hardly able in
yonr city to make up for the total loss of approximately £2% or $29
million undertitle1. ~

Mr. Grerorn. Absolutely right.

Mrs. Cinstroran T am really very sorry that more members of the
committee arc not here to hear you testify heeause T think it is very
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impaortant for them to understand what will happen if they remove
or do nat include the public housing Voungsters under unpact aid.

The fact of the matter is that there is much nontaxable property
for which the city’ of New York loses miltions of dollars yearly in
tuxes.

I asked my staff just to draw up for me the 10 cities in this country
that have the largest number of public housing youngsters.

We notice that the cities include New York City. Los Angeles, the
city of Chicago, Philadelphia, Detroit, Dade County, and Baltimore
City.

We found that in all of these cities there is a large number of
public honsing Units, thus making it impossible to collect taxes from
this property which then could redound to the benefit of the edu-
cational system if such property were taxable,

One of the difficutties that we have with our committee is in the
understanding of the entire public housing situation. This is why
I am so terribly sad that they are not here beenuse we know the prob-
lems well, ’ : '

I was wondering if Representative Ford—see if Mr. Ford is out

- there. I know he wants to ask questions beenuse I know he has a
keen interdst in impact aid and may want to pursue it from another
point of view. )

Mr. Grerorn. Madam Congressperson, in the State of New York
we are experiencing at this very moment the collapse of probably the
major legislative vehiele for placing low-income housing outside of
areas where poor people are concentrated.

Specifiealty T am speaking of the collapse of the Urban Develop-
ment Corp. You might recall. in fact 1 believe vou were in Albany
at the time, when Governor Rockefeller, now the Vice President, estab-
lisheed the Urhan Development Corp.

UDC was sold to the people of New York and sold to the people
of the Nation as a model administrative organization that would lead
toa deconcentration of poor people in the major eities.
~ df one reads the New York Times over the hist couple of days
we mow see the financial nutopsy being condueted by the bankers,

I think the fact that a remarkable effort like 1" DC has failed to
deconcentrate the number of poor people makes this legislation all
the more nnperative.

The failure of UDC essentially is a message to those of us in large
city school systems that the existing governmental mechanisms will not
take the pressure off us, In fact. we appear to be the only jurisdictions
willing to provide housing for poor people. In fuct, the financial mech-
antsms will not permit us to do otherwise,

When you realize that something like TDC has failed despite all
of the help. all of the talent. all of the genius of & Nirge number of
people. it makes it just aboshutely imperative that ths Congress and
this mlministration recognize that we in the eity have\no choice. We
must provide housing beeanse nobady else will provide it)

When one looks ot New York Citv. where we have\$1 billion of
tax-exempt sassessed property - and T hayen’t talked about equaliza-
tion rights hecanse we ate talking about property- worth far more
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than &1 billion, we are losing tax revenues from tl§ to the tune of
tens of millions of dollars. In fact, it is $109 million this current year.

Wlhen one looks at the prospect for the future one can only sce
increased concentrations of public housing in the cities, increased

. draing on tax revennes, inereased concentrations of poor people and
contined” frustration of people who have tried, as UDC has tried,
to break up the ghettoization of poor people.

So I wonld say Madam Congressperson. that the urgeney of our
request Tthink has received a stimulis as a result of the disinfegration
of the Urban Development Corporation.

Mrs. Crisprors. Thank vou,

My Ford?

Mr. Foro. Thank vou very much, Madam Chairman, Notice T still
say “chairman,” not “chairperson.”™ I have worked too long to change
that now.

It is nice 1o see you here, Bertha, For a good HIIHQ‘_\'(‘IU'S now we
have been talking about how the impact in big eities is,

One of iy earliest experiences with this legislation was an amend-
mentfwhen Adam Powell was chairman of this committee, to bring
the big cities into the impact aid program. i

The way they used to diserininate against us was a 6-percent require-
ment if vou had more than 235,000 students.

You ouly had to hiaye 3 percent of your student body if you had less
than 25,000 students. '

So suddenly if you got big enouglh, thousands of kids just disap-
peared and they were no longer problems.

Now they have come up with a new gimmick. What percentagre
of the actual costs of edneating a child if you presume—that is an
assumption we have to make—that every child—what isthe per-pupil

: expenditure in New York Clity ?
- Mr. Girrorn. Approximately $2,000, sir.
| Mr. Foro. What is the average that you receive from impact for
‘ children?
Mr. Grevorn, This year we received approximately $4 million in
impact aid on toy of the hase of 56,000 kids in attendance. .
Ms. Levitox. [f T may. Congressian, the impuet aid that we receive
this vear will probably be around 8315 or & million.
| On that basis with that enrollment of 1.1 million children it comes
| out to roughly 315 or $4 a child and we are spending closs to or in
| excess of 2,000,
| That represents a very negligible portion of the aid, of the suppet)
that is required. -

Mr. Forn. Averages expenditure. T didn't realize it was that e
matic T think that tHuostrates that there ig no room to further ash
for absorption hecaunse it is already absorbed to the point of the
ridienlons, You are just barely qualifving even when we use a 3 per-
cent. Youare counting children and not dollars.

If vou compare that 3-point-something dollars against 2,000 then
vou discover what a dramatie thing happens when vou use a pereent-
age of your budget arainst the pereentage of children beeanse vour
miltlion children qualify von and then when vou apply the fimds

youdon’t get the money, o

O
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"

: . M . . ‘
M Did you want to say something?

Mr. Girrorn. No. I just wanted to say that even if the impact aid
amendments will not result in significant improvements they would
give us $714 milliop. You realize how close that is to educating just
the children in the housing units/ That will be well-in excess of $100
nulhon. , _

Actually, with the million kids we have T4, million on top of a
cost base something An excess of $100 million, you can see that we
are talking about less than 7 percent reimbursement for these kidss

This obviously represents only a first step in terms of meeting
the needs of the cities that are faced with the responsibility of
educating children. '

Mr. Forp. In the bargaining process the use of AFDC got traded
off for the great boom of public housing. _

I put a statement into the record that I thought' your Senator had
been taught by my Republican colleagues how to make horse and
rabbit stew by their definition, when you put one horse and one rabbit
in, and we know who got the horse and who got the rabbit.

The big cities came out bad on the tradeoff. 1 computed that it cost
Detroit sﬁ)out $13 lzillion a vear drop. Your drop tlidn’t reflect that
mpeh at first because proportionately New York City has more public
housing than other large cities.

EN But when_you take what is proposed in the budget now, they got
what they could get from one side and took what they had already
from the other side. ‘

. The proposed legislation of the administration cuts you off com-
pletely. The changes that were made in the bill last year would add
some hope,

I think there may be impetus to do a little better job in earmarking -
some appropriations for public housing than last year. '

" For example, I read an article a couple of days ago in the Detroit

t

“Free Pres, showing a map of the city of Detroit. The center city of

the city Detroit in ‘districts represented by Charlie Diggs and

John Conyers, there is a code here. They have categories, 0 to 9

percent unemployment. There isn't any in Detroit; 10 to 18, pretty
.. good out arofind the edges of the city; 19 to 27 percent, now you are
really getting serious: 28 to 35, 36 to 44, 45 to 53. And would you
believe this? In the areas that predictably have the location of the
public housing the unemployment rate as of 2 weeks ago was now 54 to
62 percent.

The overall unemployment rate for Detroit is 21 percent. T don't
know anybody that has got nerve enough to tell those people in the
~  city of Detroit to cut back on any kind of money that goes there
*  beeause we are luckv if we can keep the lid on that city. The frustra-

tion is building up there. It is worse than anything anyone has
seen.

At the end of this month the No. 1 employer, incidentally. for the
center part of the city wasthe Chrysler Corp.

These people have not only been laid off but thev have been told
that Chrysler probably will not ever reopen that factory for a whole
varietv.of reasons.

That work force tends to be predominantly black. Tt tends to be
concentrated in the near east side.

//g‘ '
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The funds for those people run out about the end of this month,

I detect around here the fact that sume people are beginning to
understand that this is happening to us,

So I am a hittle more optimiatic than 1 have been in the past that
we wilth get support for things like that.

Mrs, Chisholm fights very hard, What she fighis very hard for gets
Inbeled u “big-city givenway,”™ ‘

But when you compare the seanty one-hundredth of 1 percent of
the giveaway and see what we put into it. it doesn’t work out well.

“Mr. Grrrorn. We have had similar sitnations4n New York, In faet
as a result of the esealating fuel_costs and utility costs in New York
City the eity housing authority has been forced in the past. 3 vears
to eat some %120 million in excess operating costs because of the
presence of high nnemployment,

In the housing projects T think vou will find unemployment rates
certainly comparable with those in Detroit., ’

: The average unemplovment as vou know for black teenngers in
New York is now in excess of 40 percent.

I would venture to guess tht the average unemplovment rate
among heads of houscholds Hiving in public housing projects is prob-
ably in excess of 25 pereent., v

The city 4s terribly reluctant™to pass on inereases to people who
juzt do not know where their next-paveheck is coming from.

So vou are talking about hidden éosts in servicing people living
in public housing projects and tatking about impact aid. there again
is a good exanple of how the city which is foreed to build for poor
people because the suburban areas will not_and the smaller communi-
ties will not. Tt is just a classical ease of how the cities contimie to
be hurt by legislation that is unmindful of the very very special
demands made upon people that need public serviee in large cities.

So all T can do is echo the observations made by people in Detroit
and eav it is also happening in New York and in similar and also
unsimtlar wavs. , .

Mr. Forn. Thank vou, Dr, Gifford.

Madam Chairwoman, T would like to insert the text of thissagticle
by John Polich in the record in support of the general proposition ™
that this is no time to be cutting back on any kinds of funds going
mmto the central city. .

Mrs. Crisirory, We will enter it, -

[Information referred to follows:

[From the Free Press, P‘(-i), 23, 1979
TWENTY.ONE DERCENT OF DETROIT WORKERS UNEMPLOYED

- (By John E. Polich)

, The numher of Detroiters recéiving unemployment compensation has tripled
; sinee Nov. 1 as johlessness in the eity has grown to include one of every five
| workers, according to the latest state and Wayne Connty estimates,
" Unemployment in Detroit reached an estimated 21 percent of the work force o
1 this month, compared to 13 percent in 1974, For the six-county metropolitan area,
the unemployment rate is now Iisted at 14:6 percent. o ‘ .
A Free Pres analysis of the new figures. projecting from where unemploy ment
wax concentrated duaring the 1970 census, indieates that five or six of every

|
}
\
} . 10 workerd inay he jobless in certain central nefghborhoods.
t : In <ome outlving middle clars neighborhoods, the unemployment rate is esti-
l : mated at 18 percent. ’
| ~
| .
O
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State ald to dependent children has heen largely unaffected by the downturn
in thgeeconomy. But general assistance (GA) funds that baoy men and women
(nﬂTﬁU\wst rungs of the poverty indder has jnerensed 39 percent since January
1974, .

"zl‘he figures axsure Datroit will keep its title as unemployment capitnl of the
nation, &

“People nare just now noticing the Dedroit unemployment rate becguse it has
hecome topical,” said Ernie Zachary, the eity's sentor economist. “But Detrojt
has” had the highest unemployment rate of any major central eity over the
past five years. And nobody noticed.”

Zachary cited 1973 as an example. About nine percent of the work force
in Detroit was unemployed then, comnpared to 4.9 percent in Chicago, 6.4 in Los
Angeles, six in New York and 7.1 in Cleveland. .Zachary said.

*And that was 1973~—a great year for the auto industry.” Ile said that wax
bhecauxe nutomaRers are substituting eapitai outlays for labor, and using overtime
Instead of more witrkers,

“Now the whole thing's just gone wild,” Zachary said.

Blacks are hardest hit’ by booming unemployment, with most experts esti-
mating that the rate for the blacks in the metro area is tawice that for whites.
The metro area includes Lapeer, Livingston, Macomb, Oakland, St. Clair and
Wayne countles. ‘

Judging from what were the neighborhoods of greatest unemployment when
mensured by the 1970 cénsus, Zachary believes that four or five workers out of
every 10 may be jobless in certain arean.

He cited pfirts of southwest Detroit, the district just north of downtown and
areas along Mack on the east side.

Many unempioyed persons have not yet applied for state henefits becayve
they are temporarily receiving supplementary unemployment benefit payments
from the auto companies. Others qualify for food stamps. but not yet for unem-
ploymdnt benefits,

The number of Wayne County hanseholds certified to receive food stamps
Jumped 20 percent between November and January. to 73.310.

Poverty iz widespread in a broad strip saddling Woodward from Grand Blvd.
to the city line on the north; south of Warren hetween the Chrysler Freeway
and Conner Lane, and in a. near west side area between Tireman and Puritan
from Thompsron to Meyers,

Researcher John Sullivan of the Detroit office of the Michigan Department
of Social Services Yooked over the latest statisties and said : oo

"We've added ahout R0 new workers in the past month just to help handte

-food stamps. If this unemployment ‘trend continues, we're going to have quite
. & problem without some kind of emergency action.” o

Mrs. Crisnonyt. I would just like to sav in conelusion, and T think
Congressman Ford will agree with me, that in view of the fact that
the economie squeeze is heing felt very deeplv by thousands of families
that live in public housing projects across this country, thus placine
them in a position of not heigg able to make a contribution to the
tax rolls, supplemented by thtﬁm-t that thev are living on property
that is _pontaxable. it Aould seem to me these would be enough to
m:¥e Y& on this conimittee reconsider the entire auestion of impact
aid iphofar as the economv of this country now stands.

& Congressman Ford has said, T think that we are beginning to
understand and see a few things that perhaps were not so visible even
just last year.

‘T.just want to thank yon. Dr. Gifford, and your aides for coming
here today to testifyv before the committee.

-Qur remarks are on record as an attempt to deliberate on something
that is relevant nnd\wphningful in light of what is happening in our
Nation todav. .

We will have in the record some of the major concerns of the hig
cities. '
ank you very much for appearing here today.
DR 348 TH—— -8
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Dr. Grrrorp. Thank you. ) :
Mrs. Citsnorar. The committee now stands adjourned. .
o ' ‘'[Whereupon, at 1:13 p.m., the committee adjourned, to reconvene,
. = at the call of thq Chair.] .
[ Information\submitted for inclusion in'the, record, follows:]

01‘:DUCATION COMMISSION OF THE PTATES,’
. Denver, Colo,, Marek 6, 1975,

-

Hon. Cari. D. PERKINS, , R
Chairman, Committee on Education and Labor,
House of Representatives, Washitngton, D.C. :
. Dear Mz, CHAIRMAN: It is my understanding that the Committee has held
at least’ one henring on the status and implementation of the’ ameudments to
Public Law 873 which were included in Public Law 93-380. Oune of these, which
rélaxes the-prohibition on states including impact aid in school finance equali-
zation programs, is of considerable i;’nportance to the efforts under way in many
atates to foster school finapice reform. Senator Harder of Kansas snbmitted
a statement on this fssue with which we concur. Because ECS is working with «a
number of states to foster reform efforts, I am taking the liberty of writing
to you about this matter. ’
The Office 0of FEducation E”.’qtm in the process of developing regulations to un-
' © glement Section 5(d) (3) of P.L. 874, It has issued a ‘“‘concept paper” and has
held n numiser of meetings with representatives of state educational agencies
and others concerning this matter. In the process. it appears that the intent of the
" Congress in amending this section of the law is being lost. When-this matter was
considered by your Committee and hy the conferees. it was eur understanding
that your intent was to allow states to consider impact aid payments to LEAs in
. " the context of equalization programs which reflect the relative need and re
soturces of the local agencyy in other words, to permit states to eliminate the dis-
equalizing effects of 87 nds. If a state finance program through oné means or
another allocates state :;%s to districts in a manner designed to equalize the

ability of those distrjdfs tq provide educational services, impact aid must be
included as a local oucde, or the impacted districts end up” with a windfall
at the expense of thefther taxpayers of the state. -
In thi&¥optext, iffkas our understanding at the time that P, L. 380 was passed
" that the so-called4'Meeds” language which was added by the conferees was iu-
tended .to define ualization, as well as to prescribe & means for computing the
permissibld inclusion of impact aid in state systemns.

In its concept paper and discussion with state officials, the Office of Fduca-
tion has taken a different view of Congr mcional intent, OF's posture is that
the Congress intended, to glve the Commig#fprer of Education complate author-
ity to define equalizftion and that only sstate programs as conform to his
definition will be permitted to consider any impact aid; and then only to the
degree allowed by the Meeds formula. The legislative history cited to support
this view is the language in the Hounse Committep Report, which indieates the
Committee's assumption that this provision would be of limited applonti
The inproduction of this two-step. approach to plementation of the Igw
makes the whole thing much more complieated than is neces<ary, Our informa-
tion indicatex that only four'statés. Kansas, New Mexico, North Dalfofa umt

« . Maine. presently make provision under state law for consideration of impact
' aid pn_vm he caleulation of state aid. Accordingly, under any interpreta-
tion of t} “onty four states wonuld presentls hae o ffected, Section 5{d) (3)
dormissive and will have effect in ‘angother state only after actinr
that sthte's legislature. However, it Iy impordiut that there he'a clear state-
menf of Federal policy and law in order t te ‘legislators may deal -with
theei\jsénes in a rational manner rather than ¥ying to ggess what position the
Fducation 1s going to take,
fve that an appraizal of this mattér will indicate that the guidelines
) new befng contemplated by the Office of Fdueation will result in confusion and
. k.- Currently undbr consideration is the imposition of a standard which

i< onty

a % a maximum variation of 20 in per mpil expénditures between the dis- |
. triet of the {ifth percentile and-that of fhe 95th pegeentile, If a atate planfinet this
¥ tegt, the Meeds formula would then be applied distriot-l_)y-distrid to determine the

#mount of 1mpact 1id which could be considered. . - .
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Certainly, ¢the issue should be -judged on a district basis because impact aid
goes to districts rather than states and this is the only ratipnal way the issue”
can be considered. However, the use of tihe 209 standard could mean that OE
would aliow impaect aid payments to he considered in a state with a 20% varia-

. tipn and not at all in & state with n 217% varfation. This does not make much

sense. A much more. logical approach is to do what the law says. and allow

. states to count impact aid in equalization formulas to the extent to which they

equaiize. Le., apply the Meeds formula., By this course the application of the
law would be governed by the result, i.e,, the degree of equalization thus achieved,
} am writing to you with the thought that the Commitwee will be involved in
discussions of this matter. We would be happy to drrange for a group of state
legislators and school finance-people to meet with you and other members of the
Committee to air these issues. if vou think it would be helpful.

There are two very ironic features of OE's pokition. The first s that the in-
terpretation being given to the law by the Office, of Kducation is ostensibly
designed to prgtect” impacted districts at the same time it is pfoposed to

»drastically teduce the funding of the program. The second irony is that the

\\dv,ﬁvtu n 5 oof Pl 874 s structured the [wnaﬁty to he imposed i$ n state
p\rugram includes impact aid in violation of Federal restrictions is to withhold

. impuet ald from the distrlct to which it is.being charged. Thus, the hedera.l

E

' bobernment‘s penalty runs against the district it is trying to protect.

K(*S has no desire to see impacted districts penalized or mistreated ; indeed
we belleve that the impact aid program sérves a valid and ‘useful function.
Our enly concera is that states have the latitude to mesh impact aid with state
aid in creating equitable financial systems. If a meeting ¢f knowledgeable state
prople with the Committee would be helpful, let me know

Sincerely yours, .
B A A WenprLL H. PiERCE.
: - [Hwmecutive Director.

- £
. - Tiie Couxcir oF THE GREAT Cit¥ SCHOOLS,

Wushington, D.C., February 27, 1975.
Hon. CarL D. PERKINS, -

“Chairman, Housc Education and Labnr Cnmm:tt( e,

I".S. House of Representatives, .
Washington, D.C. N

. DEAR MR CoamrMa~: U nf?)rtun‘n(lv Dr. Arthur Lehne of the Chicago Public
Schoeols ¢an not appear hefore the Subcomniittes on Elementary. See ondary, and
Vocational BEdueation this morning because he had to represent his school Ky s§-
tem beforé the 11linois State Iiegislature. However, I did talk with him onr Tueqdnv
and [ would' like to share \nth you some of hix observations and conecerns gs w ell
ax those of his colleagues ahout the impact’aid program in FY 1976, especially
regarding public housing funds.

A

-
BUDGET REQUEST FOR FISCAL YEAR 1076

The Administration’s impast aid budget {;rnpmul is callous, to =ay the least,
to the fiseal needs of the large city schools, To absorh 35 of their entitleme ntse
under impact aid will mean a loss of at least 58 fillion dollars of reveni §—
just considering federally relntwl and public housing children. This i uncon-
scinnnble considering that distriets stich as Los Angeles, New York City, and
Atlanta, are faced with staggering projected budget deficits for next rvear. We-
have attached a table of the'impact of the "nlnurptmns' to this letter. This
proposal needs to he strongly rejected. .

PR R - S R
(EQUAL 1ZATION'

Becenuse of the concern of tlw Congrexs about the needs of children ’Inm" iy,
impoverished aceas. the publie housing funds under impact should he directed
at the specifie needs of neighborhood schools serving low-rent public housing
students. This is a tategorical grant program to meet special neetls. These funds
will not go into the general budget. Therefore, category C public Rousing s
shouldtbe and must be exempted from the impdet aid equalization provicicns,

.
v
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; . . USE OF PART ¢ PUBLIC HOUSING RUNDS w

) The general feeling of the large city systelus we have talked to is (har the
-impact funds from publie housing should have maximum texability in their e

This docs not moeau thnt funds shonki be put into a principal’s “stush™ found,
but 1t they Shonld be used for a variely of purposes basest upon e needs af
the building ~ite 1o which they have been allocited, Whitt is not needed is hixhiy
restricted and speeific regulations suely as those governing Title T Funds, We
must consider gllowing each school distriet to submit to its State Department a
spending plan to mee  the'specified needs of the sctiool and the children to e
served, and to rgach conerete objectives. In Los Angelex or Dretroit these fuud-
ntight be used to provide a safe and decent learning environment for their
ehildren; in Minneapolis dollars. . night be wsed tp segyve ehildren oo special
«reading program. The Congress in the Edueation .\mvndnnw of 1972 passed
v an Indinn Bdueation Aet which, like the public housing impaed, was an entithe-
‘ment ppogeam with specified purposes. We would Lape to haye similar ntitade in
“the operation of programs in publiec honsing wveas, “ .
~ Mr. Chairnan, the cities are plensed with this Committee’s work last vear in,
conference on the publie housing provisfons of hnpact aid. We feel that the
compromises reached were fatr. We have been pleased and grateful al<o with
the Chatrman's continued support of public housing tundipg in the past as docd-
- ‘mented iu his testimony hefore the Labor-ITFW Appropriations Subcommittee of
* the House in 1973 and 1974, , . :
If there,is any further information you or the Comniittee may need, or com- .
ments you would 1ike to receive, please feel free to call on me or Dr. Leline ar
upon Dr Hersehet Fort of the Detroit Public Schools for help, We will be werk-

h

ing thgether on there particular provisions for the coming year.. ! -
Once again, our thanks to you and the Committee. , .
Sincerety, i ; :
’ L R ‘ [ Sasvren B ITvsk.

Erecutive Viee-Peesident,
Enclosure. ‘ ' :

SCHOOL SYSTEMS

COUNCIIL OF THE GREAT CITY. SCHOQLS ESTIMATFD [MPACT OF 5 PERCENT ABSORPTION ON 27 LARGE CITY

N Loss of public Total loss of
i - Loss of ''B’* housing at 25 anticipated
- R revenues percent revenues
. Atlafita . $362. 296 $753.473  *$1.115.769
‘a Baftimore . 1,211, 49 102. 493- 1,313,991
Boston 278.772 453,230 732.002
Buffalo . ' 98.224 522, 824 621. 048
Chicago " 993,916 4,000, 858 4994774
*+ ¢ Clevaland 322.074 503. 582 825, 656
Dade County . . . " 1, 468. 863 1211, 758 1.680 618
o Dallas 365 412 425.076 790. 483
. Denver 1.780.878 197. 312 1.978,190
Detroit . 474,317 609. 822 1,084 134
W Houston . 311 421 187240 498 €61
Lonp Beach 1:384, 718 25.701 1. 410,149
. Los Angaeles_ . . 3,018. 646 912,271 31.9°0 919
Memohis 572,204 371,200 943, 404
*Milwaukee » 169, 882 186, 199 356 0%
Minneanolis ...~ N . 01. 458 136, 534 317,992
. New Qrieans 210,435 819 533 1 029,968
. - New York City . & 5,214 032 7.729 182 12 939. 214
. Oaklard 775,650 311, 845 1 087 495
Philadeiphta . . . 2,265,122 1.787.179 4 052,701
,Pittsburgh. . *,7 125.568 696, 203 821,771
' Portland 290. 886 258, 191 544 077
St Louis ' 314,976 323.799 678,715
San Diego N 6,835, 434 71.823 6,913 207
San Francisco . 1.491.633 228,428 1.720 061
Toledo 67.269 127, 387 194 556
Washington, D C . 4,338 046 690, 816 5. 028. 862
J
¥ Miami only. " .
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STATEMENT oF Hon. GONY MeKay, A REPRESENTATIVE (N CONGRESS
"Froy rite NTatk oF Uran

Mr. Chalrmnan, 1 appreciate the opportunity to present to this Committee some
renctions and some copeérns T have as to proposed regulations governing appli-
catiot of Sectiof 3(d) (3) of L RTH,

2V As was emphasized over and over again last year, whan P L. S7TH was nmended
to allow ~tates to consider impact aid pryments as loenl resounrees ntider certain
conditions, Congress wants to enconrage states to equulize education among their
~chool Mstrletss Aud, we want to assure states that have wone ahead and
vqualized edueational finnnee that their systems will not be thrown oft halance
by restrictive and inftexible impact aid taw, 2

It isupproprigate that impact aid monies be comnted as focal resonrees —which,
essentialiv, they are -where a state has equalized educationatl expenditure to
compensute for disparate loeal resources,

However, 1 ant concerned that under the coneepts presented thus far by HEW,
stites will be aliowed to reduee their aid to local districts receiving impacetSid
manies despite wide disparity in tnx bases and per pupil expenditures for edu-
eation, IIEW appenrs tg have interpreted the langunge of Hody3) broadly, with
i intent to eneourage states to move towurd equatization. There are n number
of ways in which states can come under the vquatization umbrella, according to
the proposnls set forth in the HEW concept paper on this matter. It is my view
that, in Interpreting the Sod)«3) langnage so broadly, 1IEW is not following
the intent of Congress. What is needed Is a tight interpretagion which will allow
states with complete equalization to fake- Impact monies fnto consideration
. when computing xtate aid to edueation, but will not penalize impacted distriets
which rely on .1, 8T+ funds to compensate for low tax bases and inabilify to
ratse enongh money throngh mill levies,

In its concept paper, HEW has proposed a standard whereby a state may
quatlfy under 5td) 3y If thete is no more than a 20 percentile dlfference in
amount of revenne per puplt between districts, under the state’s equalization for-
minli, Phis standard is far too broad, It will allow states to capture, at state level,
the funds that go to districts to compensate for, the federal presence in those
distriets, :

What I believe the Congress wns trying to insurg when this amendment to I
~74 passed last year wius that these DL K74 fugds not go through the states
nitese <neh states have formulas that attempt t taltze the total -edncation
program-—not just maintenance and operation, and not just a minimum per
punil expenditure that allows wenlthy districts to continne to enjoy a vastiy
<iperior edueational program. Becanse of the nrany different equatzation formn-
Ly employed by Lovfes iF was impassible t) pass an amendment that defined
cequatizati Lo for purposes o the 3(d) (3 exemption. That task has beer left
to HEW. But the intent of Cong.~<s isx elear. Only states with equiization for-
natas that take into aceonnt the total resources of a sehool distriet should be
able to captiire P.L. 874 funds at the stute tevel,

A dixcussion of the Utah school equalization formula may be instroetive in
highlighting some of the particular problems of the approach set forth in the
HEW coneept paper. Utah is equalized with 25 mills for maintenanee and opern-
tion, which guarantees o certain ninimum expenditure per pugil and @ minitmum
boenl tax rate. There is an additional 10 mill voted loeal leewny that i< partially
equalized. The remaining funds that o into the basle edueation program, the
capitnl outlay program. and the voted leeway program are not equalized. Thus,
there are serions disparities pn expenditures per pupll from divtrict to district,
with the wealthiet districtsgfoviding the highest per pupil expenditure, Districts
with lower assessed valugfions have to make a greater tax effort to generate
enongh money to eduegte their stndents, whereas in districts with greater
necpssed valuation, a more modest tax effort will generate sufficient funds, A 1
mill inerease in the voted leeway raises anyvwhere from $3.32 per punit in Inmvix
Connty and 83.84 in Weber Connty theavily impacted districts to L0495 in Jordan
Tnd 21153 in Salt Lake City, Inpact Ald payments are not “gravy.” They are
PecessaTY compensations for the lack of a property tax base and they comprise a
eritically important part of thesegchool districts’ budgets.,

<chool superintendents from impacted distriets have told me that to compen-
<ate for the loks of impact funds<, impacted districts would have to levy m!y\\'h(-n\'

<
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from two to nine mills. To impose such a burden on these districts was not, in my
view, the intent of Congress in amending section 5(d) (2).

v I would urge the Commissioner to promulgate regulations which will protect
impacted school districts from loss of P.I. K74 mohies where the state equaliza-
tion program is not one which equalizes for the total edueational program and
does not reflect all of the resources available to a loeal district,

Boarp oF EnvcaTtioN oF MONTGOMERY COUNTY, /
- Rackville, Maryland, February 20, 1975, |
Tion. CARL T). PERKING,
Chairman, House ('m?;miffr'ﬂ on Education and Labor, i
U.N. House of Representatives, Washington, D.C',

DrAR REPREBENTATIVE PERKINS : On hehalf of this school system I want to bring ‘
to your awareness the substantial adverse financial impact~that the edueation
amendments of 1974 will cause to taxpayers in this county, We gre pleased that
vou have schednled a special committee hearing on February 27 about the antici- ‘
pated effect of this legislation on Impmt Aid to school systems throughout the
country. I requést that this letter be made a matter of Tecord at that hearing and ‘
also that, if additional hearings are scheduled to recelve testimony beyond the
Jimited nuinber of speakers you can hear on Fehruary 27, we be permitted to pre-
sent more detailed testimony,

Our understanding is that the special he auin" i« primarily to wel’( clarifiention
from the Commissioner of Education and others in USOFE about the guidelines-
which will be followed in the implementation of the education amendments of
1974. Because of some apparent confusion about this legislation and its effect
on the Impact Aid Program, we believe this hearing will Herve a very useful
purpose.

In order to trv to nm«-qs the financial impaet in Maryland from the changes in
the level of financial support under the Impaot Ald Program, members of the
superintendent’s staff obtained pertinent data from several Maryland school
systems. The data are predicated on a per-pupil amount of $832 which reflects the
current level of payment plus a 10 per ecent increase fuctor in the FY 1975 pro-
. gram. Attachment A summarizes the projected dmpact between the existing pro-
visions in the program and those under Tier I and Tier II. It is readily apparent
that these systems. which are typical of many school systems throughout thé
United States, would experience a devastating reduction in federal aid uniesx
gome changes are brought about. To illustrate the impact on this coulty. under-
Tier. I we would lose about $6.5 million and ainder Tier II approximately £3.0
million. For the reasons described below, we view is reduetion as most in-
equitable. The already heavily burdened taxparers in the county very likely
would n#ed to make up the revenue loss throngh higher local taxes in the absence
of any promise of a higher level of either state or federal aid,

A word about Impact Aid in this particular county may ke, helpfal to yon nn(l
other committee persons. Because of its comparative wealth, Mdutgomery numv ,
has been cited by federal officials as an unworthy recipient of Impact AT, This

. is regrettable a< one considers the plight of the taxpayers in this county in reta-
.. tion to: (1) the rdther steady decline in the percentage of federal ajd received,.
' and (2) the removal frnnﬂ);w tax rolls of federal property which, in turn, consti-
tutes about 8 per cent of the value of all assessed property.
, Attachment B summarizes hy source the fuading of operating hn(lgptq over the
decade from FY 1968 through FY 1975. While the amount from federal sources
(the bulk of which ~—85.9 million—is from Impact Aid) has increased ahout $2.0
million over the period, the per cent has decreased from 6.7 to 3.0. The tahle also
shows a significant decline (from 19.0 to 17.4 per cent) in state funding. The
obvious result js that the county fiscal authorities have been required to fund the
bulk of the added cost for education from local sources. It is significant that the
local share has inereased from about 68 per cent to nearly 74 per cent.
Impact Aid funds continue to be very helpful as hudgets are funded. Howoever,
yohi and other federal legislators need to understand that a< of July 1, 1974, the
assessed value of all federal property in this county on a 50 per cent of market
value level was $301,734,820. If- the current $2.33 per $100 tax levy could he
applied on this property, it would produce revenue of $7,636.369. Since the current

-
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level of Impact Ald I8 onty $5,573,080, it i< obvious that local taxpayers must make
up the loss factor. Stated another way, if this federal land was owned by com-
mercial interests, the proceeds from real estate taxes would increase a net effect
amount of about $1.8 militon.

This information indicates beyond question that the Impaet Aid proceeds to
Montgomery are justified. The justice of the Impact Ald Program lies in the fact
that most school costs are horne by the property taXx paid on residential and
commercinl property. In Montgomery County # very large owner of commereial

, property is the federal government. Other employers puy property tax on their
property nnd that money supports the schools. The federal government xhonid
accept this same falr responsibility. where it owns large real property holdings.
thus, it is only fair for the tederal government to pay loeal property tax or in
some other marner to do the equivalent—Public Law K74 14 the velrcle for doing
this. . A

- The U'.8. Office of Education has conducted two extensive studies of "1, K74
and both have concluded the prograin should continue. The 1965 Stanford Study
said in part: "Thus, we conclude that P.L. 874 is a defensible, though somewhat
unusual, plece of federal legislation: that it is properiy conceived in terms of
relieving burdens imposed upon school districts that educated federal pupils .. ."
The 1960 Battelle Study said in part: "The federai government shouid continne to
provide a program of school assistance in federaily affected areax. The basice
features of the current progran are sound. The basic mechanism of the eurrent
program . . . I8 sound, It I8 capable of providing g‘ensonuble approximation of
the federal impact upon a district . . 2

We will appreciate the inclusion of this letter in the record of the February 27
hearing. If subsequent he\urlnm are scheduled on this legislation, which will have
a devastating impact on many school fystems unless amended, we will appre-
ciate the opportunity to testify. Meantime, should vour staff have any questions
abott the information in this letter, please let us know. We are hopeful that you
will release the results of this hearing to affected gehool systems as early as
possible. N '

Sincerely yours,

t

ToMAs S, ISRAFEL,
President,
Enclosures.

. T
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OVERSIGHT HEARINGS ON THE IMPACT AI‘D LAWS
. AND TESTIMONY ON H.R. 5181

- WEDNESDAY, APRIL 9, 1875

HousE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
SURCOMMITTEE ON ISLEMENTARY, SECONDARY,
AND VocaTioNarn EnpvearioN or TUHE
CoxMrrree oN Enveation anp LaBor,
Washington,1).('.

The snb('m#mittoo met at 9:43 a.m.. pursnant to call, in room 2175,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Carl D. Perkins (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding. .

Members present: Representatives Perkins, Ford, Meeds, Lehman,
Blouin. Risenhoover, Zeferetti, Miller, Mottl and Goodling.

Staff members present : John F. Jennings, counsel ; Thomas R. Jolly,
counsel; and Charles W. Radcliffe, minority counsel.

Chairman Perkins. The committee will come to order.

A quorum is present. , :

The Subcommittee on Elementary. Secondary, and Vocational Edu-
cation is conducting a hearing today on H.R. 5181 which would delay
until October 1, 1976, the etfective d:;uo for the implementation of var-
ious amendments to the impact aid program, Pnb{i(' Law 874, adopted
by Congress last summer in the education amendments of 1974, Public
Law 93-380. : 4

Those amendments.in Public Law 93-380 «vould have cansed a sub-
stantial restructuring of the impact aid program. Their original effec-
tive date however was delaved until July 1, 1975 so that the Depart-
ment of Health, Education, and Welfare wgpld have sufficient time to
analyze the amendments and to produce dntiﬁ)_\' school district showing
Congress the results of those amendments and how they wounld affect
the individual impacted school districts throughout the country.

I introduced LR, 5181 because the administration has failed to carry
out its responsibilities in collecting that data and in implementing
those amendments.

We learned from our oversight hearing on impact aid conducted on
February 27 that the Commissioner of Fducation did nokfeel his
office could fully implement those programs by July 1 this year.

Then we felt that we should get busy and delay the effective date of
these amendments.

That conclusion is understandakle since the Office of Education did
not conduct any special surveys of stdyool districts up until that date in

~, order to determine the effects of those Nmendments.

Nor did the Office of Education assixg any additional personnel to
the impact aid office to assist in'that task.

(85)
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Nor had the administration submitted final regulations to the Con-
gressto implement those amendments,

[ drafted and introduced IR 5181 heeanse of those failings of the
Office of Fulueation. i

L pleased tosay that asave-ult of TLR. 5151 being introduced the
Office of Fdueation has finally produced sbie statisties and has sent
tinal regulationson impact aid to the Congress,

But both of these things were done on Monday of this week which

s less than 85 days until the new nmendments are to go into effect,

Weare here today to see what various witnesses have to say about
these actions and about ILR. 5181, :
[Text of TLILS1S1 follows | -

[ILR. 5181, 04th Cong., 1st sess. )

A BILL To amend the Educatton Amendments of 1074 to delav the effeetive date of

certnin amendments to the Act of September 30, 1950 (Public Law T4, Blghty tirst
Congress), and for other purpuses

RBe it t“"d(’!f'd Wy the Senate and House of Representatives of the t nited Stafes
of Anmerica in Congress assembled, That (0) seetion 3iho of the At of Septem-
ber 30, 1050 ( Public Law 874, l‘:i!llmr.\'l Congress) is amended by striking out
“July 119757 and fpserting “October 1, 1076

(b) Neetion 304(e)(3) of the Education Amendments of 1974 i3 amended to |
read as follows:

"(3) The amendments made by this .subsection shall take effect with respect
to the fisent yenr endlng June 30, 1975, and the fiseal year ending June 30, 1976,
aAd with respect to the ;'mrlml beginning July 1, 1976, and ¢nding September 30,
1974,

Ree, 20 (a) The paragraph which immediately follows the amendments made
by section 305(a)(3) of the Educatton Amendments of. 1974 is amended hy
striking out “Fhe amendments made by paragraphs (1) and (2) of subsection
o) shall be effective on and with respect to appropriatiens for fiseal years
beginning on and’ after July 1, 1975, and inserting in leu thereof *FThe amend-
menty made by parngraphs (1) and (2) of subscetion (1) shall take effect on

. and with respect to appropriationy for fiscal yeurs beginning on and after Octo-
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(b) The first sentenee of subparagraph () of the paragraph (2) which im-
mediately follows the parngraph immediately following the amendments made
by section 3045 (a) (3) of the Education Amendments of 1974 is amended by strik-
fng ont “July 1.1978%" and inserting in lieu thereof “Octoher 1, 1978,

Sec, 30 €ay The nmendment made by subsection (h) shall take effeet on the
date of enactment of this Act with respect to approprintions for fiseal vears end-
ing prior to October 1, 1976, R

(h) Section Hic) of the Act of September 20, 1950 (Public Law 874, Eighty-
first Congress) is anrended to read as followsy:

“fteyil) If the sums approprinted for any fixeal year for making pavments
under this title are not sufficient to pay in full the total amonunts which the Com-
missioner estimates’ali locat educational ageneies will be entitled to receive under
this title for snch year, the Commissioner shall - -

“{A) (i) determine the part of the entitlement of each such loeal educa-
tional agency which is attributable to determinations under subsections (a)
and (hy of section 3 of the number of children who reside on, or resided with
a parent employed on, property which is part of a low-rent iousing project
nesisted under the United States Housing Aet of 1937, seetion 516 of the
Housing Act of 1949, or part B of title TH of the Feonomie Opportunity Act
of 1964, nnd (ii) pay to each such Ioeal educational agency an amount which
bears the same ratio to $63.000.000 of such sums as the part of the entitle-
ment of that loen]l edeational ageney determined ander subelanuse (1) bears
to the total amount of the parts of the entitlements of all the localt educa--
tional agencies determined nnder subelause (1) ; .

“{R) tn the ease where such sums are in excess of $63,000.000, shall allo-
cate such execess, other than so much of surh exeess as he estimates may bhe
required for carrying out the provixions of section 6, among sections 2, 3,

-
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aud 4ta) in the proportion that the amount he estimates (o Le requirid
under ench such sectlon bears to the total estimated to he requitired under
all such sections, except that the Commissioner shatl not take into considera-
tion any part of any entttlement determined under subelnuse (i) of clanse
(A). The amount so allocated to uny such section shall be availuble for
payment of a percentage of the amount to which each foenl educational
agency is entitlted under such section..Such percentage shail be egnal to the
pereentige which the amount allocated to a section under this elawse is of
the nmunt to which all such ngencies are entitted under such section. For
the purposes of this clnuse, in determining the amonnt to which ench local
_wl)u-utlmlul agency s entitled under seetion 3, the Commissioner shall in-
clude any increases under paragraph (4) of section (¢) thereof, nnd shall
exclude nny part of any entitlement deternmined under subelinse (1) of ckise
() and

"y in the cnse where the sums available for alloeation nnder ¢louse (13)
for any fiscal year exeewd the anount necessary to fulty satisfy entitlements
for which allocations will be made under such cliuse. pay to each loceal
educational agency an amount which hears the sae ratio to suell exeess a8
the part of the entitlement of that ageney determnined under subelnuse (1)
of clnuse (A) which remains after the payments nnder subclpuse (ii) of
smv-h clanse hears to the total amount of the purts of the entitlements of all
the local educational agencies determined nnder sieh sublenuse (i) which
remain after the payments under such subelouse (ii).

"i2y The Commission shall determine that part of the entitloment of eneh
loent edueational agency for each fisenl year which Is attributable to determing-
tinns under subsection§ (a) and thy of section 3 of the number of children wio
reside on, or resided witf o parent employed on. property which is o part of. n
low-rent housing project assisted under the United States Housing At of 1937,
section 316 of the Housing Act of 19, or part 18 of title 111 of the Economie
Opportunity Act of 1964, and the amonnt of the payment to eich snch ageney
whiclt is so determined <hall be used for specinl programs and projects designed
to meet the specinl éducational needs of educationally deprived children from
low-ineome families. '

Ste. b (a) The amendment made by subsection (h) shall take effect on the
date of the enactment of this Act with respect to appropriations for fiscal years
ending prior to October 1, 1976,

thy Section 3(e) of the Act of September 30, 1930 (Publie Law K74, Fighty-
first Congress) is amended by ndding at the end thereof the following new para-
sraph: - .

() (N) The amount of the entidlement of any loeal edueational agency under
this cection for any fiseal year with respect fo haadieapped ehildren and children
with specitie learning disabilities for whom a determination is made under sub-
section (1) (2) or (h)(3) and for whom such loeal educational ageney i pro-
viding a program designed to meet the specinl eduneational and related needs
of such children shall be the amount determined nnder pmragraph (1) with
respect to cuch children for such tiseal vear multiplied by 150 per centum,

11y For the purposes of subparagraph (A), programs designed to meet the
special edueational and rélated needs of such children shall be consistent with
criterin vstablished under subparagraph (), ’

“(4*) The Commissioner shull by regulation establish eriterin for adsuring
that programs cineluding preschosd programs) provided by loeal edueational
agzencies for children with respect to whom this snbparagraph applies are of
suffi-ient size, seope, and quality (taking into consideration the speeial ednea-
tional needs of such children) as to give reasonahle promise of substantial prog-
ress toward meeting thoge needs. and in the implementation of sueh regulations
the Commissioner shall consult with persons in charge of special education pro-
zrams for handieapped children in the edueational agency of the State in which
such loeal edueational agencey is located,

“i1Dy For the purpose of this subparagraph the term ‘handieapped children’
has the same meaning as specified in section 6802(1) of the Education of the,
Handicapped Aet and the term ‘children with speeifie learning disabilities' has
the <nme meaning as specified in section 602(15) of such Act.”

Ste 5. The paragraphf which immediately follows the amendments made by see-
tion 205(a) (3) of the Fdueation Amendments of 1974 is amended by inserting
“thyi 1" immedintely before the first seutence thereof,
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Chairman Perkins. Our first witnesses will be representatives of

the impactarea schools. -

I want to call around at this time Dr. H. David Fish, special proj-
ects director, San Diego City schools, accompanied by Mr. Thomas
Bobo, director of Federal programs. Montgomery. Al public schools.
Mr. Sam Husk, Council 0} the Great Cities Schools and Mr. Frederick
J. Weintraub, Couneil for Exceptional jhildren.

Come nround to the table, all of you.

Y ou start out, Dr. Fish.

| Prepared statement of I David Fish foNows 1]

DREPARED STATEMENT oF DR. H. Davip FisH, PRESINENT-ELECT, AND DIRECTOR OF
SPECIAL-PROJECTS, 8AN DiEco UniriEp SCHOO DisTRICT

On behalf of Impact Area Schools, I want to thank #ou for the opportunity
to appear before you today to offe®comments on H.R. 5181 and its relqtlonuhlp to
I'ublic Law 93-380 and the Impact Ald Programr.

Kfforts over the years to reform the Impact Ald Program were rewarded only
last year with the passage of Public Law 93-380. the Education Amendments of
1974. The rewording, however, appears to be & mixed and unknown blessing be-
cause the Amendments have brbught confusion to school administrators, misin-
tormation and unrellabie data to both this Committee and the U.8. Office of Edu-
cation. and concern to many ,on what the actual effect will be on local school
Hstricts. .

The program has heen extended to two major student classifications, those Hv-
ing in low rent housing and handicapped students from military families par-
ticipating in approved programs. Neither of these groups has been completely
counted before. School districfs can conduct surveys next year which will supply
information a8 accurate as the current connt of federally connected students ; but.
it must be remembered that many districts have never reported low rent housing
students and that many more districts with low rent housing have never par-
ticipated in the Impact Aid Program. Guidelines have not yet been puhlished on
these categorical programs and other parts of the program as maodified by P.L.
03-380. 80 school districts do not know how the funds can be used. Adding these
important programs in FY 1970 is as much change §s the program can manage
at the state and federal levels.

The reform also removed or changed many minor but éxtremely important
sections of Impact Aid. On a national scale the changes seem insignificant : how-
ever, to school districts affected the resuit can be financially disastrous. As an
example. Section 2, a special program for districts that lost a substahtial por-
tion of their tax base to federal instailations. would cost only an estimated $11
million in FY 1976; however. for the districts involved the loss of funds for next
+ear ix a major immediate problem. Also while the provisions for seliool districts
experiencing a sudden Increase in federal activify may apply only in a few limited
cases. the people in those communities ‘may really regret the disappearance of
this very minor section from the program. Finally. there is some question whether
early or emergency payments can he made to those heavily impacted districts
whirh need Impact Aid funds to begin the achool year. These real difficulties
taken together show dislocations that may he just the most ohvious problems.
Other serious inequities may become apparent only when the new law goes into .
operation. because the datp have not heen developed ‘prior to implementation.

.

The current acute financial condition of 8chool districts allows no room for *

experimentation. Putting the law into effect and then waiting for the results to
surface as firseal prohlems could create terrible local sitnationg."We do not claim
that we have found all of the problemn arens nor do wWe presume to RUEEest COrree-
tions at this time. The main Doint, we believe. is to indicate the need for the
one-sear delay of certain of these Amendments to.allow the U.S, Office of Eduen-
tion to adequately advise Congress of the effects on local school districts.

The local school districts do not know how to estimate income under the néw
l&v. We have found a great amount of confusion among school administrators
n%hey attempt to compute the amounts that will be due their distriets in tue
comning vear under the various eategories as defined by P.L. 93-3R0. The attached
data, using FY 1875 as a comparison hase. was compiled from worksheets filled .

( )
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in by loeal school distriets. In a majority of canes correction adjustments had to
be made becnuse of misunderstanding of rates, giithorization amount and ap-
propriation sums as they relate to the new cut(nworios umﬁ the tler system of
funding. \

Some districts are enclosing letters of distress with the returnged worksheels,
Comments range from outright disbelief that Congress really intended so drastie
a cuthack to expressings of the extreme ecorrective action required at the local
level to either replace tost funds or redoee educational prograws, Many local
districts are very hard pressed as the combined effects of fntlation on what they
purchase and recession on loeal tax income nre forelng thein into detieit positions,

The data attached to this statement was compiled with the help of the oflice of
Fducation whichh supplied correct marking listg=and adjusted local contribution
rates as well as administrative guidanee required fo secure correct information,

School distriets returned worksheets to Lanee Eldred. president of the Im-
paet Area Schools, for review and correction using FY 1975 ADA and FY 1975
Iveal contribution rates. The total cost of education used is also Y 1973, The re-
cap includes data received prior to April 2, 1975, and is listed by state and con-
eressional distriet,

- Seanning these statisties will show that the l6sses far outmumber gaing in the
“difference” column when the “New Law Tier 27 is compared to the “Old Law'
present level of funding. No so-called “hold Marmless provisions” have heen ap-
plied a8 each requires a separate caleulution based on additional information,
In some of the cases the losses will not appear too great, when compared to the
total cost of education; however, in taday's tight education budzets any loss of
federal Income will directly atfect the quality of edueation through reductions in
personnel hired and-books and supplies pnrehased,

The column labeled »Administration 5% Reduetion on T.CE” reports the-es-
timated reduction in Impaet Aid funds if the Administration’s proposal for fur-
ther changes in the mpaet Ald Program were to be enacted into law, We lhdve
used the last column to compare to the column lobeled “New Law Tier 27 ax an
indieation of loxs to each distriet and have pliced an asterisk next to each sum
in the last column if that digtriet i< entirely eliminated from Impaet Aid under
the 5 per cent proposal,

We belteve that we have sutticient data from the school districts to warrant
support of the bill now before vou, Surely the delay of one year can only show
that this Congress is concerned nbout the orderly and non-destruetive adjustment
of the Tmpact Md Tnw,

The author of the bill has seen to the proteetion of the new sections providing
for handicapped programs and low rent housing children, The addition of these
new programs should go forward: huat, implementing them will take a major
effort. At the present time we do not helieve that the*SAFA office in the Office of
Fducation has been provided the resonrees to aceomplish the new tasks,

Although, ot first glande, it misht sppenr that this bill i< taking the most
codtl¢ provision of the new and old versjons of Tmpact Nid, we want to point
out some uniqne features of the new law, The hasic agppropriation must inelude
twao of the “Lhold harmless™ provisions - the <small*ane relating o military hase
closings and the one providing for an orderly phase down or out of districts that
are dependent on funding for students ineligible noder the new program. At this
titne we are very dnbions of gnv estimate of the cost of funding this Tier 2 and
“hold harmless™ combination, We know that the low rent honsing statisties hiave
been derived only from districts thiat have participated in the Tmpaet Aid Pro-
gram in prior yvears and many repotting districts jn our <urvey have informed
ux that their estimates are extremely rough, Also the aceonnting of Tuniflienpped
stndents and the related eatezorieal provisions have not been made, These Sne-
1orsare important because any beginning wisealenlations are componunded as the
virious “hold harmleases™ are computed, 'We heliove that in estimating the ecost
nf' the new law we are looking np o meintain whose top cannat e seon, E'nfor-
tunately for all itpaet aid school distriets unless enongh money i< approprinted
to get o ecertain point, then they fall afy the way back down toa mnch lower level,
Cnder the 03-3%0 provisions unless all of fhe <econd tier of pavients are
funded, none of it entn be paid)

Selpnl distB@ets cannot afford the maomble of incufficient funding at the Tier 1

s level, fiven with Tier 2 fanding and the 90 or SO per cent “hold harmless"™ pro-
tectlon, most sehool déstricts will be taking incmne losses that will result in
layoff< at a time of hizh unemployment. The hill hefore you, however, provides
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even 1 nore ust compromise In that final congressional determination on the

%
Amendments in Publie Law 3 350 shnll not go into effect unitl the Departinent
of Health, Edueation] and Welfare has provided data sufficient enongh tor
Congress to insure that ity true intent regarding federn]l aid to these programs
is sceceommplished. "
We nrge vour favoerable actlon on this proposal. Thank yvou for your considera-
tion. It we enr be of further assistance, we are ready to do so. Thauk you.
1974 7% k
Adminis-
- tal trat on
Congres- -estiimated 5 percant
sienal cost of reduchion
-4 State and school distnict District Oid law  New law hie( 2 Difference  education on 1CE
- . \ ..
ALABAMA -~ ‘ ,
Baldwin County 1 35890 56 33 261 97 (2.629) 7.343 629 1367181
Pike County 2 “ 11.318 03 ¢ 212221 35 4903 1 431,941 V71,597
Troy City Schools 2 v 8,928 00 23,280 72 +14, 353 1. 564,208 178.210
. Cleburne County k) . 22.549 03 17,790 04 (4 759) 1,943,996 4 97 200
Elmore County k) 71 001 00 56. 100 12 (14,901) 3.371.367 ' 168, 568
Macon Connty 3 119.227 00 - " 99 082.98 (20, 145) 849,313 42, 465
Phenix CI!E 3 64, 888 52 - 63.042 90 (1,846) 3.209,652 1 160,423 &
Piedmont City 3 25. 893 00 23,158 98 (2.734) 541, 931 127.077
Russet! County k) 75 438 21 $7.618. 96 (17,820) 2, 024.014 ' 101.200
Talladega County 3 66.745 73 42,.584. 06 (24.162) 5,233,309 1261, 665
+ Autauga County | 4 162.597 00 139. 368. 00 (23.299) 3.5%8.014 1 177.920
Guntersvilie City 4 39,997 44 32,492.00 . (7.505) 1.012,31% 150,616
Oxford City 4 64,725 51 48, 293,32, (16,433) 1,086,017 1 54,301
Decatur Cﬂz ] 211,897 84 203,519.04 . (8,373) 5.883,67% 1294, 184
Huntswille City ] 2,314,834 21 1,957,485, 10 " (357.349) 17.504.663 875.233
Jackson County 5 . 97,960 80 43,848 98 (54,112) 3. 000. 000 ' 150, 000
Culiman City 7 7,274 54 13.398.52 +6,124 1,349,018 1 B7.450
Frankiln County 7 18,329.19 12.912.63 (5,417) 1,137, 424 ! 56,871
Haleywlle ., . 7 5, 453 54 6.896.95 +1, 443 979,739 1 48,987
Marion City 7 4.999.63 6, 570. 56 +1.871 S12. 181 ) 25.@(.)9
Selma City 7 113,905 61 116, 42886 +2.923 329171 ! 164, 586
. Morgan County .8 100, 914,97 63, 406. 77 (375.508) 5,400, 351 270,018
, ALASKA - »
Alaska State, operated schools 99 12,388, 826.63 12, 265,976, 49 (122,850 32, 827. 94 1. 641, 396
Matanuska-Susitna Borough 135, 342 34 94,169 9% (41,173 2,019.827 1100 991
School
Dillingham City School District . 109,111 24 106. 044 n2 (3.061 951 312 47 965
» Setchikan Alaska . 57,664 19 47,764 34 +27 419 4,514,156, 1225708
Fairbanks North Star Borough $83. 126. 86 427.712.66 (155, 414, 13,929, 662 1697, 483
Selawik City School District 1 [ ™ X n ™
Galena Crty School District 1 191,591.80 -~ 192,956 68 +1,365 dl .
ARHZONA
Chandles No 80 El;mtnhry 1 . 77,951 45 74,118 76 (3.833) 2724641 1134
Chandler No 202 High School 1 43,955.10 40, 775.06 (3.180) 2.7%5.289 87.
District
Queen Creek Elementary Dis- T 2,673 58 2 291 62 (382),  387.0%9 119,354
trict No 95 '
. 4 DMason Elementary School 1 o 378, 431.00 338,205 00 (40. 226) 14,490, 246 1725512
istrict
207 Mason High Schoal Distract’. | 148. 321. 00 122.126 00 £26.195) 8.153.763 1 403 188
Flowing Weils High School 4 16. 695. 00 12 $38.09 (4.157) 1.306.426 14, 321
Casa Grande Elementary 4 ., . 2 . . 97,478. % 88, 413.77 (9,005) 2.2870175 "™ 114 359
Flowing Wells Schools 2 _ 36, 069 00 27,587 00 (9W82) 2414015 120701
N Sunnyside District No 12 (ugh 2 W 17.857.11 60.578.00 . (17.279) 2.579 742 1128 987
schpol)
- Synnyside District No 12 (ele- 2 170, 344. 14 134.799. 15 (6, 165, 335) 6.129.790 1306 488
- mentary) .
: Fort Huachuca Accommodation 2 737,552.76 737.552.76 0 1,298 070 64.903
Schoots .
J Parker-
No 27 ... k) 370,332. 24 361.190 91 (51.254) 1,025,075 - 51254
No OL .. k) 37.120.74 27.225. 712 (9.89%) 2.053,906 1 102. 695
No 10~ k) 6,201.94 . 4,590,317 (1.612) 1.128.661 156,433
Avondale School District No 44 3 29, 069. 56 ,%9. 048 99 (9.979) 1,246,812 162, 341
Flagstatt School Distnict No 1 1. 12%.119. 31 149, 124. 46 (5.995) 4,583,213 ) 229, 162
Yuma High School 3 188,985, 00 -158. 94200 (30.043) 3.984.552 1199, 228
Litchtimld  Flementary School 3 156. 826 35 151.214.16 (5,612) $31. 046 44,052
District No 79
. Yuma tlementary No 1. k) 395, 635. 80 357.931.80 (37, 704) 72, 830 253, 641
i Glendale ‘Flementary School 3 75, 603 00 93,024 00 +17.415 4,869,297 1243, 465
District No 40 - . . ’
See fuutnnhtnt end of talle. .
- .
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1974 75
Adminis-
Total tration
Congres- eshimated S percent
si10nal cost of reduction
State and school district District Old law  New law tiec 2 Ditterence education on iCt
ARIZONA .
Valentine No. 22 3 7 142 38 7142 38 0 37 904 |, 645
BullheTg City School Distnict 3 14,259 18 12,206 48 3083 733 894 136, 69
Patagonia Union High School 2 7 378 36 s 582 7 ] 836 306. 6i% t1s 331
Snowflake Elementary Schooi 4 11,130 27 8, 0% ¢3 13 074 812. 966 140, 648
District No 5.
Payson Elementary No 10 4 36,075. 08 18,813 03 1 2h1 449 346 122 467
Winslow High School 4 ) 30,792 83 27,698 7% 3 094 747 211 137 364
Pl{mn High School Daslncl No. 4 10.123.30 7. 416,90 2.1 385.539 119,227
Wlnslow Elementary No 1 4 38. 798 50 97 563 N0 158, 765, 12110, 233 55,512
Cartwright District No 83 4 160,130 88 150 3s1 41 9,779, 8,029 468 ' 401,473
Phoenix Union High Sthool Dis- 1. 3. and 189, 214 94 215,810 25 426,595 28,960.436 ' 1, 448,022
trict No. 210, 4. .
ARKANSAS
Stone County District | ! 3,748 76 3,614 34 173 20,575 1.029
Fatty-Six 1 4,106 88 3.009 78 {1,097) 17,590 13 830
Ma: ﬂowol School District No 2 4,624 Sb 2,991 12 -1.633) 274,199 113,710
Dewm School District No 1 2 4,999 A2 6 270 34 +1,270 627, 464 131,123
North Little Rock 2 127, 848 95 119, 427. 26 8,422y 9,033,680 1451, 684 -
Pull)l.slu County Specist School 2 1,270, 855. 26 1,166,128.19 (104, 7271 15, 660, 957 783, 048
strict.
Morrilton. . 2 6,071. 04 8,790. 11 +2.719 1,135,904 ' 56, 795
Dover School District No 17 3 5,713 92 4,482 12 (1. 230 393, 115 113 8bo
Bogno\nllo School District No 3 4, 566. 03 44321 36 (245) 617,784 ' 30, 889
N 5. )
Ne.l . . ... 3 39,640. 32 ,,-11-405- 63 (6,234) 4,473,580 1223,679
Ola . *3 2,499 84 3,209 40 + 714 226, 389 111,319
Acorn No. 30 . 3 8,570 88 6.453 45 (2,118 226, 386 111,319
Bellevitle District No. | 3 8,570 88 6, 281 29 (2 2901 197, )80 9,359
Sotter Schoot District No. 60 3 3,392 64 2,485 34 (907 208, 558 110,428
Caddo Hills yool District No. 3 13,749 12 4, lu‘fﬂ 9, 305) 370, 363 118,518
”lrllord 3 3.035. ; 2.402.0% 633 187,630 - 19,381
Greenwood k] 9,463 15 6, 96825 (2, 499) 640, 385 '32,019
Russeilville 3 19,820 16 19,245 97 57%) 3.061,924 t 153, 096
Lavaca. 3 3_ 928.10 2.878 10 (1. 0%0) 306, 310 115,315
Hope Schoo! District 1 A 4 7.142 00 5,407 24 (1,73% 1,556,776 177,814
Gillham School District No 47 4 . 4,410 30 3102 21 1. 309, 196, 35% 19,818
Texarkana School No. 7 4 108. 028 80 22.050 93 (85,978) 3,514.679 1175 134
Bright Star No. 6 . 4 49,996 80 0 00 (49,997) 210,074 110 504
Clbol Publlc'School Distnict © 4 45 354 24 33,667 49 (11,687, 1,421,098 7.15
Clml!.n District Nb 35 4 1,767 75 20. 385 $3 18.618 1.785 091 189,255
Arkld.lphln t\ . 8,749 44 9. 567 B0 +819 1,480,733 1 f‘_ 036
WabbaseKa . . 4 2,321 28 1,701 18 T (R20) 132.831 1 iF, 641
Gillett No ,66¢ ' 6 4.310.94 3,983 12 (328 326, %)5 MRS b
v
o' CALIFORNIR <o e
. Cotati- Rohmel( Pnh - o 1 . 23,095 67 15. 552 64 7,540 1,957, 866 197 893 . -
Ferndaie [ 15. 049 95 -14 539 75 '9&9) 314,078 115, 704
Klf)ml!h Trinity Unlu School 1. 2\ 251.634 63 279, 99694 +128, 3 1,990, /5% 99,528
istrict. . : - '
0ld Adobe Unlon . l 123,927 04 15.998 93 +7,928) 2,035 557 1101, 779
Burnt Ranch.’ "2 -~ 3,265.08 2,663 08 "1602|. 96. 656 2,833
Bulgto Valiey Unified School ,2 ' 716,287 44 & 4.963 27 ..ﬁl 318 478,689 123,934
' istrict, . - o
Loftes Creek 2 ;4004 82 3340 32 665 37.40Y 1,920 ¢
£} Dorado Union Hlih 2 62, 343. 24 43,024 97 119,318, 3,249, 754~ V162, a8y
° ‘FallRiver joustt Unified 2 . 43,289 38 33 7' 68 19,512 l,' %5, 381 %199 419
Hayfork Valiey Union 2 ° 19,309 95 14,759, 55 -4, 550) 2, 600 121,130
Hyampom 2 . <5, 25459 4,25 34 1999, §J. 769 3 388
Junction City 2 2,621 37 2.128 17 1499 43,193 . 12,160
use Tahge Umified School 2 R 29.137. 44 22,674.01 6,463) 4,328,678 1216, 434
istrict, .
Ll?)“n Union High School 2 91. 602. 82 71,883.5% 119.719) 1,116,198 59, 810
hstrict.
Lewiston R 2 . .4.36] 94 3,602. 04 7160 105, 164 15,258
Mad River .2 Y 20,483 28 16,632.78 -3, 850 207.523 10. 376
Modac Joint Unibed . 2 , 21 708.00 16. 0i7 C0 (5,691 1,336,411 ' 66,421
= Mother Lode Union 2 7 35310 543319 01,9200 792,425 » !39.831
Placer County Dffice of 2 3,749 76 2. 748:06 i1, 002 913,916 1 45,696

. Education.

4
See tootnotes ot end of ihle,
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1974 75 .
A e Admimis-
i S Total tration
Congres- . T estimated 5 percent
sional® cost of reduction
State and school drstnc! District . Oldlaw Newlawtier 2 Difference  education on 1CE
CALIFDRNEA . Continned -
Placerville Union . .2 12,677 76 9,424 20 13.254) 953,777 ' 47 £89
Roseville City School Oistrict 2 L 50, 191 42 . 32,319 43 (18.072) 2,462,028 1123101
Shasta Lave Union School Dis- & . 21, 370. 56 23,912. 19 (3,459) 1,130,810 156, 541
tnct.
Soulsbyville 2 7,251.32 5, 358. 60 (1, 892) 195, 570 19,779
Susanvilie School District 2 31,120 44 , 778.95 (7 340) 982,179 149,109
. Tagoe Truckee Umhed School 2 . 25,937 09 19, 999. 48 (5,938) 3,443,203 1172, 160
istrict -
Tnnll; County Joint Unlhed 2 . 47,390.95 40,821.46 *  (6,570) 1,491,741 174,588
High School N
. Tulslake Basin Joint Unified . . 2 15,611.03 11.047 09 (4,564) °780,567 . 139,028
~ Weavervi'le Elemen!ary 2 21.376 11 16, 814 21 (4, 562) 743, 665 137,183
Yreka Union . 2 1218672 9,039 37 - (3,1438) 989,650 1 49, 483
R Rio Linda Umion Ehmcn!ary 3 587,276, 1% 473 966. 59 (113,309) 8,436,355 421,818
# School Distnict ' .
i San Juan Unihed 3 1,210, 760. 58 922, 449 o) (288,311) 53.713,573 2,685 679
Dixon Umhed School Distict. . 4 26.561 04 21,264. 31 \%.297) 2,062,298 1103, 18
Marysvilie Joint Umhed: K} 242,372 00 191. 160. 00 (51,212) G.771,939 ' 418, 597
Sojlano County Community Col- 4 . 65, 466. 00 53,088.00 (12,378) 4,578,150 1288, 908
ege
Wheatland [lementary 4 839,823 24  © 835402.75 (3:520) 2,520,699 126.035
Willow Umified 4 ‘26,308 32 19,531.74 (6,776) 1,508, 420 175,421
Q Novato Unihed _ . 6 925, 329 00 876,771 00 (48,558) 9,773,382 488 669 -
Reed Union . . 6 11, 555. 37 8,261 32 53, 294) 2,452,538 122,627
. Shoreline Unified 6’ R 25,902. 56 10Q, 948. 17 (149,955) 1,335, 000 “967. 750
Tamaipais Unified High School . 6 50, 813. 86 37 961. 40 (12,853) 10,154,053  ,1507,703 -
‘Blameda Unified School Distnct 8 ... 1,290,161 09 1233192.70 (56, 968) 12, 815,522 640, 776
Murray Elementary 8 . . 73.637 61 55,872 76 (17,765) 5,696, 757 ! 284 838
- Satn Lorenfo Unified School Dis- 8. .. _ v 147:°713.67 109, 631. 58 (38,082) 13,425,158 1 871, 258
ricts. :
Milpitas Unified School Dls(rlct 165,144.33 132,557.22 (32,587) 11,279.927 1 563, 996
b -Loma Prietar Joint Union . 17,294. 15" 15,113 69 ~  (2,180) 555, 455 127,173
* Los Altos School District. . ... 24,105. 60 17, 883. 62 (6,262) 5,797,622 ! 289, 381
Brisbane 4,601.13 2,965. 01 (1,636) 1,035, 844 151,792
. South San Francisco Unified - 91, 784. 00 63, 196. 00 (28,588) 16,032,623 1 801,831
Schoot District. :
Carme! Unified School District__ 12_______ 99, 540. 02 80, 362.04 (19 178) 1 861, 108 1243, 055
Cayucos Elementary 12. . 3,4%0. 49 2,957.54 (492) 265,198 113,260
M%nllTrey Peninsula Commumty 12 27,729.63 23,817, 84 (3,912) 4,894,877 1 244,744
ollege.
¢ %+ Monterey Peninsula Unified 12.__.... 3,636, 355.05 3,475,714.30 (160, 641) 17,928, 007 896, 400
School Distrect. - hd
North Monterey County Union. __ }2 37,747.58 30,792.70 . (6,955) 929, 350 ! 46, 468
Santa Rita Umon School District.+12 . 17,938. 85 14, 406. 75 (3,532) 1,329,623 1 66, 481
Allan Hancock Joint Qommunlty 13 107, 328.00 85,275.00 (22,053) 5,345,563 1 267,278
College District.
Fillmore Unified Schoot Dlstrlct 13 21,59%5. 00 16, 599500 (4,996) 255,374 12,769
Moorpark Union School District. 13 .. 10, 535. 05 7,490. 68 (3,0484) 969, 761 148 488
Ojar Unified School District. ... 13 2,608.97 . 31,170.39 (10,839) 3,449 37% 1172, 469
Orcutt Unton. ... .. .. 13 180, 704. 00 119, 105. 40 (41.599) 3.290,820° ! 164, 541
] Santa Mania Joint Union High © 13 243,916. 36 183, 644, 04 (60.272) 5,656,726 282, 836
Santa Paula Union HighSchoof. . 13 19, 227.58 14,090, 81 (5,137) 1,640, 094 1 82,008
Ventur; County supenintendant 13 7,625. 64 46, 596. 89 (11,029) 1,679 571 183,979
of schools. I N
Ventura Uaified School District. . 13 . __._ 322, 555.0G 276, 892, 00 (55,663) 18,072, 856 1 903, 643
Walnut Creek . ... ... R U DU, 33,673.27 21,876.50 (11,796) 4,487 768 1 224,388
Folsom Cordova Unified. . < .. 1, 388, 040. 01 1,273,039. 37 (115,001) 11,558,058 577,903
Lodi Unified . 85,142.00 63;605. 00 (21,537) 9,531,778 1 476,589
. . Manteca Unified? 205,698. 31 lGG. Oéﬁ. 10 (39,682) 6,754,870 1337,744
[ Atwater. 739,848. 98 701, 482.52 (38,366) 3,052,744 1527637
W, . . BigCreek Elementary . 43,627.76 42,254.67 (1,373) 394,112 19,706
i ' “Chawanakee Elementaly L. 17,855.95 © - 17,855.95 0 113,792 5, 690
. Bishop Union High School . - 89,2371.92 81,238.21 (8,000) \1,039,795 - 51,990
Death Valley Smhcd School 18 ___ 17,813. 84 15,676. 08 (2,138) 296,133 14,807
Distrct.
1 ivingston Union School Dlstnct 18 ... 2,965.70 7,460.97 +4, 495 980,062 1 49,003
Mariposa County Unified School ~ 18 ... _. 171,050. 98 144,230. 40 (26,824) 1,668,561 83,428
Oistrict. . -
! Round Valley Elementary_..._.. 18, . ... 14,999. 04 10,992. 24 (4,007) 204, 360 10,218
+ Th!ee Rivers Union _ 18 L. 16, 452. 99 14,084, 40 (2.369) 172,537 8,627 *
1 Twain Harte-Long Barn Union... 18 . - 6,785.28 ° 5,150.20 (1,635) 447,287 122,368~
Visaha Unified . . .. ... . 18 8,938.80 34,792.26 +25,853 13,344,707 1 667,235
‘ LcCanada Unified . . 23 ... 124, 440. 93,394.98 (31,046) 4,945,082 1.247,254
Anéel:wl Valley Community 24 . .. 58, 090. 37, 460. 54 (20,630) 2,397,504 | 119,875
ollege. ¢
Antelopge Valley Union High____ 24 ____.. 584,687. 75 429,362. 40 (155 326) 9,696, 140 1 484, 807
Keppel Union__ .. _..g........ 24 ... . 20,616. 50 15,036. 74 (5,580) 939, 399 1 46,970
. See footnotes at end of table, .
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- 1
b Congres-
. . sional
State and school distnct District 0ld law
CALIFORNIA -Cantinued
- hncas(er e 24 426,292. 36
Westside Union .. . 24 $1,068. 16
Huenéme. .. ... 27 569, 654. 85
Ocean View ... .- .27 . 372,883.48
Oxnard School District 27 240, 341. 76
Oxnard Union High School Dis- 27. 844, 066. 00
trict.
Adelanto School District. . 13- 651,222.19
Apple Vailley. . AU & 36, 604. 80
Barstow Unihed. : .33 723,706.74
Claremont Uni .33 he 94, 789. 00
Rim of the World Unihed 3. 34,225.11
Uplad School District.. .. . 33. . . . 44, 691. 00
Victor ... .33 80, 259. 14
Armona Union Elomonury .. 36.. 9, 105. 92
Bakersfield City School District. 36 432.49
Cantra! Union_tlementary .36 127.82
Kern county Supsenintendent of 36 ... 53’ 066. 20
‘#School
Kern Oommumty College Dis- 39 ...... 120,728.00
trict.
Kernville Union ... .. ... ... 6. 10,551. 69
Lemoore Elementary ... ..... 36... .. 269.776.76 -
Lemoore Union High__. .. . .. 36 N 322,550.33
Lucie Mar Unified .. .. 36.. 45,811.35
Mojave Unified S.D.. 36 . 49,914. 26
Nuroc Unified #. .36 1,550, 923. 00
Southern Karn Unifizd 36 . 64,135.89
Tehachapi Unifisd . 36 24,073.54
Coronedo Unifixd . _ 40 596, 730. 58
Grossmont Union High Schoo! 40. qZZ 873)\96
District. \
Chula Vista City B 41 1, 206, 533.
Jamul-Las Flores Union 41 11,606. 40
La Mesa-S¢ffing Valley. 41, . 348,013, 14
Lemon Grove . _y oL AL 134, 940. 33
National School District .. . . 41 239, 628. 00
South Bay Union. . 41 576,034.53
SwDa(wz(or Oommymty College 41....._. 19; 654. 02
istricl
Sweetwa(er Unified High School 41._..... 1, 115, 003. €O,
Dis .
Lakmdo Unifiad Schoo District. 42... ... 83,719.05
Oceanside Unified . . . A2, 1, 466, 096. 00
Poway Unified . 42, 666, 388. 00
Moreno Valley Unified . _ .43 992, 083. 00
Palm Springs Unifiad .43 55, 728. 05
San jecinto Unified .43 31,544.39
San Pasqua! Vallay Umg*d .. 43, - 192, 501. 33
Temecula Union School District.. 43. 10,175.35
Warner Union School D'smc( P S 20, 365. 50
£k Grove Unifield . ... )38 183,864.41
Grant Joint Union Hllh ..... 138 . . 624,979. 16
Sacramento City Unified School 138.. 760, 947,28
District. .
San Francisco Community Col- 139 ... .. 49, 453.61
tege District. =~
Bonita Unified . . 146.. 52,247.29
Amador Valley Joint Union High. 153 . . . 134,243.77
Hayward Unified ... 153 .. 250, 957. €O
Pleasanton Joint School District. 153 ... .. 102, 125, 00
Oakland Unified . ... 154 812,154.20
Peralta Community ‘College ... 154.. 121,724.28
Lafaystte Schoo! District. .. .. 172 .. 16,633.75
Moraga _ 172 17,141.76
Richmand Unified S.0 172 401, 784. 44
Manhattan Beach City 174 . 24, 8534
Lols An;eles Communi(y Col- 179 . ___ <« 9y,360. 34
ege Qystrict. N
Muclod CityS.0 181 ... 141,776.64
Merced Commdm(y “College 181 ... -39
District
Anahgim Union High School ... 182 .. . 253, 028.C0
Senta Ana Unified ool . ... 182.. ... 214, 308.00
Savanna School District . 1 11,286.78
Fountain Valley School District.. 183...... 90, 603.12
See footnotes at end of table.
58-348—7 5 7
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1974 75

New law tier 2

—

—

313,939, 19

<35,083.78 .

507. 302. 86
¢ 362,384.67
226,565. 45
691, 807.00

646, 680. 99
31, 330. 87
650.518.37
69, 507.00
26,447.90
33,022. 60
64, 399. 82
16, 644. 21
34.054.09
757, 564.25
52,849.41

105, 061. 00

3,198.67
214, 190. 08
301,922. 78

28, 704. 03
37,271.97

, 535, 666. 00
" 746, 558. 20
17, 106. 32
560, 055, 10
488,812 22

992, 797. 37
8,883.13
279, 984. 64
109, 113.09
195, 497. 00
482, 820. 51
93, 401.32

888, 775. 00

68, 252. 22
345,873.00
548, 839. 00

13; 007.92
19, 991, 83
137, 477.67
454,517.75
589, 714.76

42,871.75

38,920.04
101, 305, 46
189,174.00

79,526.39
878,335.21

95, 797.754

10, 876. 44

11,864.73
285, 210. 34

19, 059.73

71,142.09

133,703.76
29, 484,83

180, 722.00

63, 496.35

Ditterence

“

' Total ’

eslimated
cost of
education

(112,353) 5,389,079
2,116,123
6,482,385
1 835, 686
9,754, 4

(152 253) 18, 265, 533
(4,541)
§5,Z7l)
(

1, 520, 801
1, 158,692
9, 598, 291
7,300,474
3,819,736
4, 896, 404
1,676,215

13,100122?
2508
9,102, 291

528,430

s
N e~
S
-]
~
]
~

15,257
(17,578)
6,968) 2,418,382
(36, 676; 3,412
(134,062) 29, 322, 654

(213,737)

2,723)
2 8, 028)

25, 827)
(44,131)
(93,214)
(26, 253)

(226, 228)

(15, 467)
(120,223)
(117, 549)

(63,012)
+81, 627
+14,746

(11,493)

(341)
(37‘)

(46, 387) 9,613,512
(1?0 461) 15,747, 414
(171, 233) 56, 600, 016

(6,582) 17,111,825

(13,327) 7,525,680
(32,939) 5,572,813
(61, 783) 24, 167, 359
(22,599) 5,098,064
-+66,181 80,890,113
(25,927) 21, 479,00
(5,757) 4,513,109
(5,.277) 2,708,981
(116, 524) 46, 741, 252
(5,798) 4, 865,152
(25,218) 70,378,733

(8,073) 5, 854, 301
(4,835) 3,817,098

(72, 306) 38,045, 404
(45,320) 30, 788, 604
(2.793) 2,291,943
(27,107) 10,213,933

13, 495, 630
931

12,678, 724
3, 455, 672
5, 229, 786
4,742,308
6, 702, 644

14, 784, 210

3,460, 938
11, 704, 931
10, 468, 046
5,591, 456
8,981,810
1,980, 684

Adminis-
tration
S percent
reduction
on TCE

269,454

2,780
1455, 115
126, 422

1, lGG 133
674, 782

1335 132
739,211

1173,047
5, 247
523, 402
279,573
1 449,091

1 855, 591

1376, 284
1287, 641
11,208, 368
1254, 903
14,044, 506
11,073,950
1225

13,518,997
v292,715

> 1190 855
-
11,902,270

11,539, 430
1114, 597
1510, 697




sional - @
State and schaalstncl - District Oid law
CALIFORNIA—Cantinued
Huntington: Beach City. . ... . 183 . 38,820.74
. Los Alamstas .. _ . . 183 134, 429. 22
Westminster School District. . 183 177,971. 72
Orange Unified Schaol District. . 185 134,197.00
Capistrano Unified School Dis- 186 ’ 113,501.04
trict.
Irvwo Unified Schao! District 186 . . 723,981.00
Riverside Unified School Dist/fct. 189 389, 000. 60
Ontario-Monctiair Elementary... 190 63,210.24
Rediands Unified School District. 190 254,979, 00
San Bermardino City Unified 190 1,058, 418.00,
School District.
San Mateo City. R | 107, 645. 87
Cupertino Union_ ... .. 193 182, B43. 65
Mountain View School District . 193, 201, 817.33
M%un:'aln View-Los Aitos Uaion 193 .. . 105, 652. 55
Igh. Ly
Palo Alto Unified School District. 193. . 132, 741.18
. hisman__ 193 .. 208,114.20
remont Union mgh "School” 194 | . 23),649.00
District,
Sunnyvale.. . . 194 123,721.52
Escondido Union ngh Schoal . 207.. . 126, 315.48
Fallbrook Union_.. . ... . . 207 . 384, 334.36
Flllblook Union Hl h .. 07. 201, 999. 00
c{"a Unified School Dis- 209.. ... *8, 437, 000. 00
tn
4.387. 44
4,489.47
2,030, 394. 00
10, 535. 00
‘+
COLORADO
Adams-Araphos 283 . S22 . 1, 004, 835. 04
Adems Coun% Maploton Publlc 2... *5§, 760. 95
/ Boca County A 2,910.53
Deita 50—J .3 70,843, 61
East Qtero_.. A 70, 352! 64
El Paso County No.3.. 3 632, 727. 36
Fountain-Fart Clrson £l rPaso 3 1,154,457, 29
County No. v
Gunnison Watorshod ........... 3. 42,621.80
frison. ... . L3 L. 28, 569. 60
im......_ ... I 9,986. 13
Mancos . 23 19, 998. 69
Montezuma- Cartu .3 304, 723.55
Montrose_....~ .. .. .3 249, 498. 63
Park County.. . _. U I 7.26).78
Trindad.. . 7.3 13, 392. 00
Wast End Re-2. 0L 3. 50, 945. 32
Adams Coumy‘No 50 .4 171,213 53
Cheyenne Mountain No. 12. .~ 4 75, 306. 00
Roaring Fork ) 86,257. 18
Adams Count} No. 12 " 5 177, 060. 10
Air Academy . . ... .5 881,917.00
Big Sandy 1005). .5 3,105.91
ElizabethC-1. .. . .. _. .. .5 707.70
6 CONNECTICUT
Ledyard Pubncschaas ....... 2. 294,227 82
Croton. . . ] 1.614,614.00 *
W»atoriord z 180, 425, 68
Town of East Lymo Bd of 2 137,933.40
Education. i
Norwich. . ... . . ... 2. . 84,905.00
Voluntown. .. . . __ .. __ 2 . 13, 506. 85
New Landon Putiic Schaols . . [ 2 . 93, 360. 62
Stratford School District. __ .. L3 155, 216. 32
City of West Haven. .3 140. 489. 00
Trumbull Board of Education. ° 5 33.950. 42
Waterbury . . R I 10, 808 308. 10
Oxford. .. ... . .5 822.53
* Windsor Locks. _6 ! 29, 404, 89
North Stonington. ... .. ... 2. ..
Sce footnotes at end of tuble,
9 L
o L4

ERI
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Congres-

New law tier 2

28, 309. 40
124, 920. 68
137, 490. 23

96, 268. 00

89, 443.60

710,453. 00
295, 196.
47,322,
201, 753.
898, 0%5. 00

109, 935. 13
138, 647.19.
185, 952. 87
85,841, 39

90, 641.
205, 688.
170, 467.

101, 347.
100, 604.

7,585, 691.

3 755.84
898.17

8 888 012.00
8,938, 52

801, 157. 85
42,916.80

2,133.02

52.719.76
23, 568. 34
516. 969. 51
1,131,758.19

o

241, 709. 86
1,570, 344.01.
137.742. 23
104, 846. 45

63, 004. 00
.30

113, 767. 79
297, 602. 00"
24,954.86

10, 327, 759. 26
5.949.73
23,407, 23

1974 75

Total

estimated

cost of

Difference  education
B

(10,511) 1,559 863

Q

(9.508) 3,686, 142
(40,481 9,443,670
é37, 929) 28,516, 040

24,057) 11, 316,128

13,528) 7,934,531 "

293, 804) 24,863.199
(15.887) 13, 909, 575
(53,226) 11,213, 860
(160, 363) 33, 896,610

+2,289 15,337,721
(44.196) 22,004, 305
(15, 864) 118.620
(19,811) 7,436, 181

(lZ 100) 26, 800, 330
é 426) 3568, 360
(61,182) 19,470, 392
(2

L 274) 9,794, 390
*(23,711) 6,760, 241
(18,713) 2,779, 507
§l7, 613) 2,078,869
(851,309)118, 73€, 217

(631) ™
(591) ™)
(164, 382) (O]
(1, 596) (¢

(203,676)
(12, 844)
78

19, 997, 000
7,629, 795

277,010
3,732. 981
2,379, 832
6, 850 882
3, 249, 565

1, 397, 685
S, 544, 25

287,

350, 000
3,102, 568
4272364

(2,009) 604, 325
+3,076 2,028, 439
(21,847) 1,062, 474
(63,703) 13, 356, 022
(14,782) . 2, 600, 000
(22,802) " 2. 297. 000
éﬁ!, 312) 15,244, 481
34,207) 4,430,675
(497) 351; 241

0 338.790

(22, 699)

(10, 822)
(4, 800
(2,668
§8, 635)

(52, 353)

(587

~

(52,518) 3.591,962
(42,270) 10, 349, 798
(42,684) 4.668.243
(33.087) 3,660, 578

*(21.901) 5,240,916
(1.930) 338,271
(7,926) 5,565, 668

(41.448) ‘11,184,774

157, 113" 10, 359, 143
;8 995) 9302, 347
(478,549) 20. 480,674
(3,873) 1,215,781
(5, 997) 3,907. 570

0 1.055. 826

Adminis-

tration
5'percent
reduction
an TCE

177,993
' 184, 307

1565, 806

399,227
11,243, 160
1 695, 479
1560, 693
11,694, 830

1 766, 886
V1,100, SIS

l371 809

11,340,016.
178,418
1973, 520

1489, 719
1338,012

162,478
169,884

1762224 -
221,534
47,562
116, 940-

179, 598
517, 490
1233, 412
1183, 029

1262, 046

116,914
12787233
1559,239 7
1517, 957
1465,117
1,024,034

160. 789
1195.378

152,741




.

State and school district

DELAWARE

Caesar Rodney .
Cape Henlopen ...

FLORIDA

Escembia County Board of Pub-
he lastruction.

Santa Rosa .

School  Board ‘ot

Y. .
Orange County .
Hillsborough._ .
Dade.... ... . . ..

* GEORGIA

Reidsvifle

City of Savanneh..

Lanist Countv

Worth County. .

Mitchell .. .

Colquitt Coun(y

Dooly County..

Peach Coun(y_ ..

Houston County. ..

Ciay Cou

Muscoges County .. .
Atlanta Public S:hools
Decatur City Schools.. ..
Clayton County. .. ..

Jasper County ..

Douglas Coun(y

Biechley County Schools
Bibb County.. . ..
Cochran City . .. .
Educational Scrvms District 13
R|chmond County_ FRO

IDAHO  °
ein Home School Dstrict

m\i{,
Ut S2hoo! District Nos. 3, 4.

No. 34) .

No. 71.

Bonner County District No. 82

Western Benewah No. 42
-c:u Donnelly Scheol District

¢ Z7l*Conur d'Alene.

Joint District No. 171
No;soshoc Bend S:hool District

3. .

Lewiston Independent No. l(_

Joint S:hool District No. 241

Indepandent Szhool District of
Boise.

Bfe-kloot District No. 55

Shnshono Joint School District

312 .
Sheiley No. 60 . ._..° .
Firth, No. 59..

Wendell Szhool District No 232
Blaine County Schools No. 61..

- Idaho Falls School District 91.

Cascade School Distnict No. 422.

Congres-
sionat
Oistoct

. 187

157

1

o1
“Dkaioosa !

137 .
2

4

205
194
204

[RYRYRYNY KPRY Y X g

C e oI0s 08 O

-

S

137

2
2
2
2
.2
2

2

See footnotes at end of table,
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* 1,377,005 18
438, 0

1974 75

Old law ‘New law tier 2
120. 520 80 130.301. 10
27,184 82 24,699 91
~
2.050,324 38 1,769, 458. 30
459, 969. 00 393. 056. 00
3,122.268.36  -2,810,537.74
14,073.30 4,733.66
2, #56. 96 4,128 44
739.187.38 607, 855. 50
918,509.79 863, 450. 08
1,459, 399. 48

63. 99 l 666, 591.73

21.427.20 15.346.97
254, 472,69 370,019, 30
21,248 64 14,634, 25
30, 53400 28, 728.00
11,863, 52 22,303, 44
2.242.961.87 1,476,941, 46
29,283 B4 *. 21 414.91
134.634. 24 90, 639. 60
1558280 00 1,259,132 00
3.077.66 3,355 30
1,195.341.54 1,084,527 60
306.026.16 1, 041,925.57
16, 283.7 10,229.73
345,012 84 264, 430. 26
7.499.52 6. 937, 45

52, 496. 64 45,293.71
32,497.92 19, 685,12
549,219 80 414,748 42
38,283.20 2448416
36, 434,90 24.091.20
1,181,349.57 1,150, 228.37
919, 634.49 887.399.95
50. 199, 69 35,899.70
71,620 42 58,782 91
13.107.38 g, 13111

. 70.954.60 48,365 11
2734337 23,783.01
0N 22/ 006.37
49, 746.82 37.233.74
69. 145. 79 51, 495,33

- 7,499.52 5, 496,12
62, 853. 12 28,255.42
272040729 2,450.737.13
BT 270,512.33
311,993.70 268,351 94
5. 795.26 4,207.00
33,383.93 20.221.81
13.715.19 8.307.77
3.877.15 2,885 15
24,823.05 21276, 70
355, 752 22 261, 807, 68
17. 830. 47 13, 846. 63

- Adminis-

Total tration

estimated 4 percant

cost of reduction

Ditterence  ecucation on |CE
(17 220) 4.770,000 23.500
(2,485) 3,767,150 1188358

1280, 866) 45, 413, 258 T2,270, 662

_66,913) 9.634.339 1481717
311, 731) 21,356,527 L 067,826
19,340) 2,508,930 125,446
+1,212 1368, 656 168, 432
1131,332) 8,709,216 435, 460
55,019 74,560,903 3,728, 045
+82)320 83,174,279 4158713
41,178,528 279,041, 122 113, 952, 056
(6,081) 2,014,142 100,707
FHS 7 27.3867722 41,369,336
(6.614) 724, 504 136,225
(5,806) 1,135, 088 156,754
410,360 10723993 186, 199
(766,020) 5. 013, 865 250, 633
(7,863) 1 682,461 ¢ 184 123
@ 995) 2,285,305 ! 114,315
(299, 157 11,369, 655 568, 482
1278 699043 134,952
(153.8)4) 25809, 882 11, 292.43]
11735, 839 100, 598,566 1 5029, 928
(6,054) 3,825,988 119,299
(83.582) 17,193,393 1 859,669
<7(s62) 1,022,193 151,109
(7,203) 6,799, 412  1399.970
(12/812) 708,073 135,403
(134,471) 24,206,815 1 1,210,340
(14.839) 785,952 139,297
(12. 393; 962, 003 148,100
(31,119) 25,863,283 1,293, 104
(32,235) 2,616,700 130, 835
(14300) 470,929 23,546
(12,838) 631000 31,550
3,928) 125, 000 12
(22,589) 2,500,000 125, 000
(3.560) 325,000 16. 250
s (8.648) 577,535 128,877
.
(12.513) 3,539,800 176,990
(17.650) 1.700. 000 185, 000
(2,003) 148,500 | 17,423

(34,598) 3,750,000 187,500
(274.070) 1, 400, 000 70, 000
(60, 665) 17,000,000 ! 850, 000
(43,642) 2,492,888 124, 644
(1.548) 315,000 118,750
(13, mg) 1,008, 799 150, 440
(5 407) 495,000 124,750
(992) 455, 000 122,750
(3,546) 1,219,874 1 60, 994
(93,945) 6,318 842 1315942
(3.984) 235,000 11,750

R
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1974 75 '
N . Adminis-
Total tration
Congres- estimated 5 pefcant
. sional . cost ot reduction
State and school district Distiict Oldlaw  Newlawtier 2 Difterente  education un 1CL
1LLINOIS
Township High School No 1§13 12 86 749 22 83 820 12 61 399) 9 077 653 1443 883
Sp;:ldmg Grade School District 13 | 791835 5957 16 (1 9% 698. 606 134,930
Wiouh!esitnso Community Umt 13 363,193 42 284, 493.78 (78.700) 19,705,601 ° 1985 280
1stric R .
Curnee Pudlic Schools No 56 13 6,204 90 4648 20 (1 957) 743, 341 137.167
, . WnDne'n {ol?{-shw High School 13 20.032. 11 15.027 04 (5.005) 1.904.639 195,232
Stric . .

. Zion Elementary Schools 13 63.081.77 48. 880 53 (14 201) 2. 622.277 1131114
Antioch High School 117 13 15. 750. 00 W 775 60 (J.974) 2,454, 160 1122, 708
North Chicago No 64 13 1.167.497 oC 1. 160, 820 0u (6.677) 5,212,179 260. 609
No 12¢ Zion Benton TH S 13 39. 660. 00 30. 256 36 (9.404) 3,814,281 1190. 714
Noulltﬁ Round Lake Community |3 28.925. 85 23.188.79 (5,737) 3,775,054 188,753

n .
Kaneland  Community Umt 3. . 24, 748.75 T 7,954, 42 (16.794) 2,093,917 1104, 696
Schdol District No 302 .
Downers Grove Distiset No 58 14 50, 752.17 35,235 47 (15.517) 6.554. 825 1327.741
Downers Grove District No 99 14 33.297.65 23,325 01 (9.973) %.776, 060 1288, 803
101 15 R 3.077.63 5,864. 17 (). 213) 1,397,000 1 69. 850
Pa[;;!on Community Umit.Schoot 15 61, 340. 31 42.293.79 . (19.547) 1,%00. 0.00 175, 000
tstrict
. GaégneviSouth Wilmington High 15 3,462. 16 2 097 18 " (1,365) 312, 746 115,637
hool ‘ )
Hanover Community Unit School 6 -48,01]1. 24 35. 185. 80 (12 82%) 530. 523 26, 526
District No 212
208 tlizabeth Communtty Uit 16 L 13.414.70 9. 83105 (3.584) 397.092 119, 855
Wilmington Community an 17 . 44, 700.°00 37.063. 50 (7,637) 1,984,500 199, 225
School District
Elwood C C. No. 203 17 . 14, 819. 40 14.241.20 (578) * 213,704 10.685.
uckley-Loda Unit 8 17 . 15. 377. 45 9.651. 16 (5. 726) 159. 863 7,993
lgc?'ln-IWay Commumity High 17. . 7.118.26 4,638 08 (2,430) 2.516,638 1125834
chool.
Braidwood Commumty Consohi- 17. .. . 6,660 56 4,836 51 (1,824) 393, 640 119,682
dated School District 5C. .
NOS. 30 ‘Umled Township High 19 o 36, 152. 59 26, 528. 90 (9.624) 4,273,117 1213, 689
chool. N
Onog Comsolidated Unitied No. 19 ... .. 19, 733.65 6, 342 86 (13,391) 678,933 133,947
223.
Rock Island School District 19 . . 13!"81. 17 136, 104. 87 (2.776) 11, 546, 969 1577, 348
No. 41.
Commumt 3%0"!0“(13!.(1 School 24.... .. 10,192. 09 8,193 36 (1,999) 248, 301 112,415
District
Mundelein High School o200 . 15, 098 59 10, 564. 9] (4,534) 2,029,250 t 101, 463
. Rantou! Yt;g;\shpp High School, 21 .. 450, 108. 75 419,701. 17 (30,409) 1,824,235 91,212
District :
Westvilie Cgmmumty Unit Dis- 22 ..... 8,287.58 11,168 28 42,881 1738630 186,932
trict No.
Community Consolidated . 23 . B 15, 069, 03 . 8,047 23 (7.022) 1,116,212 155,810
O'Fallon Township High No. 23....... 105, 000. 00 73, 856. 00 (31, 144)_ 1,268, 600 63, 430
3 . B
Lebanon Community Unit No. 9 23 ... 48,501.63 37,939. 56 (10,562) 1,273,750 163,688
Mascoutak Community Umit 23 .. L8l 21 1,362, 644. 56 (19, 087) 4,600, 000 230, 000
School District 19
Tiiad Community Umt School 23 ... 19.619. 89 7,220.15 (12.400) 1,993 410 199,671
District No. 2
+ Cential School District 104 23, ... 7,032. 06 4,935.45 (2.097) - 2711. 2711 113,864
O'Fallon Commumty Consoh- 23. L 106,717. 00 83,492 00 (23,225) 1,703,892 85, 195
dated School District 90. -
Belleville Township High School 23 ... .. 111,067.71 - 60,154.55 (50.913) 6, 798, 050 1339, 903
Distnict 201
Harmony, Emerged District No. 23 ... .. 8. 458.93 2,618.86 (5,840) 1,280, 000. 164,000
175. B
Community Unit School Dis- 24 ... . 71,389. 56 ~ 57,817.00 (13,753) 3, 870, 000 1 193, 500
trict No 2
Wesclin Community Unit No 3 24 | | 59.473.15 41,511 76 (17.961)" 1, 468, 888 173,444
Albers Elementary District F3 24 - | 18. 955. 98 9,243 20 (9.713) 162, 762 8,138
462 Damiansvilie Flementary . _ 24 . ... 3.451.99 2.080 92 (1, 361) 147,125 17,356
Carbondale Elementary.... . 24.. . . 8 879,35 20,089. 16 11,210 2, 445,803 1122, 292
Bantelso ' Elementary School 24. ... .. 2,706.85 L (994) 190, 450 19,523
District No, 57. .
Germantown Elementary Dis- 24, . .. 13.236. 80 5 076.85 (6, 160) 211, 387 110, 569
tict No. 60
Libertyville Public Schyols No. 210. .. .. 15. 826. 50 11,936. 47 (3.890) 2,597,938 1129, 897
70, .
Zeisler-Royalton Consolidated 24.\ R 4,612, 31 2.975. 74 (1,637) 736, 960 136, 835
‘ B Unified No. 188
See footnotes at endd of tible. ¢
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State and <«chool district
¢
INDIANA

Springs
Schoot

Maconaquah School Coro

Mississinewa Comrnunity

Eastorodh Community Scroals
Corp .

Cavinglon Community Schocl
Corp |

Mitchell Community Schocls

Orleans Commnunity Schools

North  Lawtence Com:unity
School.

New Albany-Floyd Count/

West Washington ..

Scott Czo?um” School Lisirict
N

valley  Commumty

N

0 2.

Southwe steen School Corp
Mount ernon
Schoals Corp
‘d S.D. tawtence Township
MS.D of WairenTownship

Community

10WA

avenport Community
Solon Community School Dis-
trict.
Wapelio Community
fowa City Community
Mount Pleasant Community .
Bellevue Community .
Melcher Datlas Community
Albia Commumity ...
Nevada Commumty ..
orwalk Commumity
Roland-Story Commumity
Counctl  Blufts  Community
Schools. .

Sioux City Community Schools .’

KANSAS
Unified School District 379 /
Unified School District Na. 409
Unthed School District No 501
Unihed School District No 464
Rural Vista Umfiad School
District 481.
Abileas Unitied Schocl District

Unified School District No 323

teavenworth Unified School
Dustrict 453

Unified School District No 337 .

Unifred School District 475°

Unifred Schodt Distrigt No 207

wamego Unified School District
320,

Osage City Unified  School
District 420

Umified School District No 394

Consolidated-Unmhed  School
District No, 101

Mornis County Umilied School
District 417

Unified School District No 247 .

Circle Umhed School District
No. 375. ’

Unified School Dvstsct No 500 .

€1-Siline Unitad School
District No. 307.

O TR RRN— ——

Congres-
Cwnal
et

=L CED wosow o~ T nOn

1
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
2
5
b
5
5
5
o
5
1

See footnotes at end of 1Able,
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1974 7%
L
014 law  New law tier 2
15,90 79 9,419 b5
£20.40C 08 607,770 84
0717 32 20w
12.%49.20 9,233 48
8.€35.20 . 1.10811
L3319 42 18,971 26
v 476 37, 3.922 96
95,995 11 59,507 94
124,271. 76 51,999 4/
4106 €8 v1'823 61
28 391 U4 16,042 32
17.472 10 10674 14
54,588 19 54,588 19
335,980 51 . 304,469 63
¥3,030. 40 b0, 849 90
0350 766. 91 12,788.73
6.179.10 452850
8. 556. 00 5,520. 00
119, 418. 4% 100, 175. 07
29,349, 30 17§ 778. 30
14. 888, 67 . 5_09g. 47
9, 886. 56 7.245.60
20, 185. 06 12,371, 46
19, 454_ 98 14,4i7.43
13,655, 14 8,271.59
11.740. 29 * 8,604,195
38,518, 39 29, 768, 64
71,977, 68 104, 949,57
. R
.2 14,967.97
.64 - 16, 975.64
NE] 176, 881.18
.41 12, 117.59
28 15, 480. 46
64 21,18.32
A3 6,927 16
.06 419,183 11
89 29,591.72
(62 1,762,462 40
02 1,319/745 90
.39 10, 162 67
65 6, 646. 44
08 61.923.02
.61 4,942 44
20, 69466 15, 459. 40
11.061.08 6699 93
9,291 48 5 £28.04 -
89,324 91 96, 654, 89
10Z
™
PR B
FERT |

Admun,g-
Total trahen
e timated bpercernt
cust of recfuctr n
Diterence  education on tCh
I
(6. 131 790249 1Y ALl
(12 620 32401
(8,004 164 7283 <
(3, 3ler 1,410,953
v (F,927) 920, 199, 146 010
(12 348, 1 329 419 Uhh, 412
[CAL VRN 539. 980 < 26,999
(u 487, 4 954,008 1221100
(72,2719, 9,434,957 446, 748
(2,223, 777,004 v 18,600
(12,349, 1,916,604 195, 830
(6, 798 859, 331 142,967
0 1,613,137 1 80. 6497
(31,911, 7.873,149 1393 657
(22,184, 10, 546, VOO 1527, 300
(337,978) 23,509, B9 ' 1,175,482
1,65l 92597 ' 46,299
(3, @6y 1,129,328, ! 56, 266
(19. 2§3) 10, 240. 813 1512, 041
“1sh) 2,690,774 1134,538
19,797 865, 409 143,270
(2,641 387, 866 119,393
(7,814, 1,836,708 191,835
14,978; 1,930,116 176, 506
19,383) 1;217.8% 1 60. 893
%3,436) 1,080,794 __194:0
18,727 11,571, 246 1578, 562
+32,972 15,112, 881 1 755. 644
Y
€5.474) 1,511,980 175,599 \
(2. 452y 1,651,429 182,571
(47,683) 16, 250, 000 ! 812. 500
(4,746) 789,685 139, 484
(5. 540) 582,126 129,06
(8.069) 1,453,701 1 72.685
(2,215) © 679.4%8 133,973
(85, 228) 5,970,236 298,112
(2,356) 476, 201 23.810
(73,714) 4,918, 880 284, 944
(193) 1,734,493 86,723
(3,986) 901, 404 45,070
+2.85 570, 881 128544
f
(2.853) 493, 440 24,672
(3.217) 1,109,130 195457
(5, ?r) 1,061, 149 153,057
(5.3N) 868, 887 143, 444
(3,663) 936, 009 + 86, 800
+7.320 21,329 571 11 066,479

&
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1974 7~ -
- . - - Adminis-
- Total tration
Congres- estimated S percent
“1o1al ) . cost of reduction
State and school district Bistrict Old law  New law tier 2 Ditterence  sducation on TCE
- - — e ! - PR
- KENTUCKY
Central Ciy !ndepindent 1 11,606 40 8. 615 84 (2 990, 50%, 882 125,294
Christian County 1 244.214 66 205 9C4 /8 (393100 5, 348, 403 1267, 420
fulton Cit 1 1,032 2 _5,t29 64 - 4497 ( ()
Maz<hzll County 1 58.572. 72 447197 40 (4.37%) 2,433,431 V121,672
Mayhetd independent, 1 7,320 96 11,282 %9 »3,962 "1, 328, 654 1 66. 433
Mu?lenberﬁ County | 37,8572 29,389 79 (8,465 2,292,823 1114, 641
Murray Indepsndent 1 10. 713 60 9. 434 0b" (1.280, 1,009,362 150, 468
Paducah Independent 1 38,033 28 5%, 745 81 + l7 713 4,000,087 1200, 004
Russell.illesIndependent 1 24,105 60 16, 188 41 7,917, 979,822 1 48,991
Todd County 1 17,109 62 12,070 2> %) 039, 1.164,926 158, 246
Tnigg County | 42,828.8/ 32,411 00 (10418, 1,225,655 161,283
fdmonson County 2 10, 819 83 6,396 48 (4.423) 07, 030 145,352
Breckin'idge County 2 37,268.01 26, 022 (Al, 24,172,081, 558 1104, 078
Elizabethtown | ndependenl 2 70.174.08 55, 486. (14,688, 1, 595, 856 V79,793
Hardin County 2 520, 859. 52 410,274 55 (110, 585 5, 640, 608 282.030
West Point 2 13,570. 56 ' 10,987 27 (2,°83) 121, 024 6,051
Caverna Indspendent 2 15,713.19 14,686 -8 (1,027, 496,913 129, 346
Brangenburg 2. 130, 807 95 98, 538. 80 (32,269) 1,781,173 89, 059
Beechwood 4 9,336.09 3,049.33 (6, 287 522. 884 126, 144
Ludlow Independent 4 11,070. 72 7,459 02 (3,612 517,198 125, 860
Newpori Independent I 21,209 35 33,022 16 +11,813 2,375, 245 V118,762
Kenton Coun‘t‘y 4and b 63, 388. 80 33,659. 56 (29,729) 5, 553,306 1277. 665
Richmond I ndependent »5 4,280. 17 19,161 36 +14.881 1,127,390 1 56, 370
£ steli County 5 28, 340.01 17,953 43 (10.387) 1.429.313 1 N, 466
Jackson County 5 15, 260. 09 9,534 10 (5.726) 1,207, 405 1 60, 370
Pans Indepandent 6 21. 605. 76 20,473. 06 1 ' 42, 606
Fayette County 6 509, 252. 94 677,922 47 1,247,642
Madison County 6 66, 832.32 52.117.51 1 116, 660
Scott County " 6 ZA‘ 641.28 28,509.90 - X 187,159
Clark County 6 53/806. 38 47.697 32 3,127, 164 1156, 358
Jefterson County . 7 591, 696. 81 409. 758.01 7939) 70,107,968 13, 505. 398
Ménifee County 7 ‘ 7,371.96 6,581 15 (¢4} 577,599 128, 380
Nicholas County - 7 . “11.708. 43 7.147 20 (4.561) 839, 125 1 44, 456
Powell County 7 v 17, 141. 76" ’ 11, 886. 4. (5. 25%) 957, 037 147, 852
. LOUISIANA ' .
New Orleans Public Schools land 2, 213,284 46 1.195,917 48 1982.633 70.977,611 13,548, 881
s Bossier Panish . 4 1,179, 101,00 1, 052, 955. 0O (126, 146) 12, 006, lgh 600, 323
addo Parish 4 137.312.64 113. 362. 69 (23,950) 38,328.4 § 1. 916, 422
abire Parish School Board 4 12, 429. 55 14, 886. 61 +2.457. 3,178,933 1 158, 947
vern arish . 4 685.618.79 600, 807. 90 (24,811) 5. 615,864 280, 793
Wabgler Patish School Board. 4 119, 925, 64 89, 547.93 (30.378) 8, 400, 000 1 420, 000
Lincdln (7th) R 5 ‘ 12, 124. 58 17.608.68 +5,484 4,414,025 1 220, 701
Beauregard Panish 7 . 91.976. 26 75,927.18 . (16,049) 5,236,125 1 261, 806
MAINE .
Kittery . 1 179, 949. 42 148. 357. 06 (31,592) 1,964,114 98, 205
Brunswick School Department | © 530,741.00 514, 150. 00 (16,591) 3, 489,550 174,477
Sanford. 1 . 62, 140. 66 63,461.07 +1,320 3,449,874 1172, 493
© Augusta Public School Depart- 1 R 63, 494. 80 47, 746. 90 (15,748) 3,411,500 1170,575
ment. .
MSAD No. 75. 2 160, 582. 51 148. 268. 25 (12.314) 1,909,425 95,471
MSAD No. 64_ 2 7.314.18 5, 46416 (1,850) 935,187 146,759
SAD No 23 . s . 4,660. 42 3,515.31 (1,145) 300, 000 115,000
S.AD. No. 68 . 2 24,641 38 22.939.43 (1,702) 1,115,000 155,750
go 42 2 6, 249. 60 . 4,580.10 (1,669) 375,498 118,774
rringtom School Dopartrwnt 2 12,146. 20 9,254. 48 (2,892) 496, 508 124,775
. ‘
MARYLAND ) , 3 *
" "
Charles County Board of Educa- 1, 1, 008, 946. 00 473,527.00 (535, 419) RS,%S, 146 1 789,257
tion.
Worcester County . 1 76, 790. 75 J/ 1,916. 43 52‘ 874) 6,562,054 . 1 328,102
Board of Education of St. Mary's | 1,197,475.20 81, 696. 80 (215,719) 10, 479, 845 523,992
Dorchester ty.. . 1 4,984 81 25,217.18 420,233 6,591,065 1 329,553
Harford Co . 1 2, 033 603.00 " 1,720.171.00 (313 432) 31,202,536 1,560, 126
Somerset County... 1 4,876. 80 11,520. 60 +6.644 3,460, 261 1173,013
Cecil County , . 1 468, 240. 00 389,994, 64 (78, 246) ll 289, 396 1564, 469
Calvert County . . « 1 200, 189. 82 121, 840. 77 (79,005) 5,924,66 1296, 233
Prince Georges County. 4.5 12,569, 123.91 5,421,040.00 (7, 148,083)170, 311, 60! l! 515,580
Frederick County. .. .6 . 694, 268. 32 564,692.22  (129,576) 19,550,638 1977,531
Carroll County .6 . 248, 904. 69 145,44]1.99 (103, 463) 20 4l 845 11,022,092
Board of Education of Allopny 6 . .- 147,102.58 32,929. 25 (114,173) 15, 320 000 1 766,000
Montgomery . . 6,893,898.00 2, 388, 598.CO (l 505,300)173, 392,882 18,669,644
See footnotes at end of 1able.
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State md\ahuol distiicy

— - -

MASSACHUSETTS

Lee Public Schools . .
Williamsburg, . .
Hampshire o#lonzl
Easthampton Public Schools
North Adams.

Hatfield
Pittstield. . .
Halyoke Pu‘fl‘\c Sghools .
Lincoin-SudRury Regional
Hagyard, Worcester County
Nolth Reading ..

081005 Dunstable Elementary

School.
Tewksbary

Shawshesn Regional Vocational

Littieton Public Schools
Wastlord

Greater Lawrence Regional Vo-

cstional Tec.
Acton/Boxborough
Acton. . ........ ...
Billerica. . . .
Whittier Regional Voc.

School.
Gloucester ... ..
North Andover. . .
Amesbury .. . N
Masconomet Regional. ..
Peabody Schobl Department

N.E. Mol Regional Vocational

hoot.
Wakefisld Public Schools. ..
Mairose Public School
Cambndge. . ... . .
Needham

Whitman-Hanson Regional ...

Bourne Public Schools
Hull AP,
City of Detroit

» Milan area schools,.... ..
Pennfield schools.. ... .
Lakeview. . ...

Sault Ste.

*schools,
Fairview High School ..
City of lron Moumtain .
MIO Ausable sghools .
Mount

School District.

Tach.

Clemsms  Community

Utica Community schools.. ...

MINNESOTA
1.5.0. 625
a8

Independent School District No.

A
lndlgogdont School District No.
435,

Independent No. 696

lnd}ol 'cnd.nt School District No.
Indg .ondcn( School District N_o.
Inlependent School District No, 8
Qogn‘t'nnninl District 12 _........

Lake Superior No. 381

tndependent No. 709_.........

Congres-
sional
Distnict

See footnotes at end of table.
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’ 1974 75

- ) . - - - . 4 . — Admms< *
Total tration
- estimated 5 percent
) ~ cost of reducion
Otdlaw  New law tier 2 Diftersnce  education on IICE

'
14,483.70 6.553.98 (7.930) 1,400,000 170, 000
4,477 75 - 3,281.49 (1,196) 372,758 118,638
9,661.83 7.211.48 (2.450) 1,283,458 164,173
12,927.60 9,755.96 L(3,172) 2,418,944 1120, 947
12,158. 46 15, 829. 41 43,671 3,185,881 1159, 294
7.639.68 5157.36 ., (2,482) 614,192 130,710
346, 411,00 282.662.00 . - (63,749) 11,917,429 1 595, 841
20, 632.32 34.741.20 414,109 7,199,134 1359, 957
16,219.00 11, 886. 42 (4,333) 3,142, t%l 157,128
15,176. 56 15,176.56 0 1,182,500 159,125
20, 804.25 d44,475.51 (6, 329) 3,250,000 1162, 500
3,690.88 4,170.58 (1,520)  AGO, 000 120, 000
41, 891.06 28,784.76 (13,106) 7, 445,551 1372, 219
13,507.80 9,155.17 (4,353) 2, 448,296 1122, 415
26, 531.00 19,574.C0 (6,957) 2,080, 567 1104, 528
61,958.96 43, 806. 22 (18, lSJg 3,614,751 ,1180,738
13, 264. 89 10, 619. 40 (2,645) 3,013,364 1150, 668
29, 420. 16 22,273.74 7,147) 3,061, 469 1153,073
30,184.32 23,213.62 gﬁ, 971) 2,772,784 1138,639
159, 109. 40 126, 606. 24 (32,503) 8,013,341 1 400, 667
* 9,360.96 6,931.74 (2,429) 8,060,498 1 4C3, 024
23, 361.62 24, 434.22 41,073 7,057,806 1352, 390
24, 242.98 15, 324.37 (8,918) 3, 306, 588 1 165, 329
22,520.64 6, 395.37 (16,125) 2,270, 05 113, 503
18, 886.53 , 13 865. 85 (5.021) 3,222,224\ '8l 1
67, 240. 32 49,2%7.76 (17,963 14,323,410 1716,170
26, 159. 60 17,754.28 (8,405) 3, 344, 360 1 167,218
56,101.47 39, 758. 46 (16,343) 5,728,356 1286, 468
34,634.88 25, 315.85 (12,319) 7,641,123 1 382, 056
69, 300. 00 100, 602. 00 431,362 172,171,087 858,554
78, 892.00 54, 582. 00 (24,310) 8,594,000 1429, 760
8,601.88 , 986. 16 (2,616) 2,127,338 1106, 367
410, 611.00 379, 678.56 (30,932) 3,808,000 1190, 400
26,772.83 21, 038. 57 gs. 734) 3,797,868 1189, 893
458, 015. 46 717,301.68 4259, 286 287,519,150 ! 14, 375, 958
]
32,672.40 26, 825. 80 (5, 847) 2, 341,501 1 117,075
32,167.99 23,673.31 58, 495) 2,167,509 1108, 376
94, 130.90 68, 986.48 (25, 1453 5, 233, 405 3261, 670
188, 110.48 . 156,819.36 ~ (31,291) 5,239, 912 1 261, 996
6, 459. 96 4,734.37 1,726) 44, 736 122,231
21,140.13 15,722.71 gs,m) 1,711,300 + 85, 565
9, 965. 80 3,203.54 6, 762; 745, 464 137,273
332, 857.00 343,117.00 (10,260) 7,014,613 1 350,731
164, 707.02 121,140, 79 (43,566) 24,200,000 'l 260, 000
99, 966. 80 199, 138. 36 499,171 68,935,816 '3, 446, 791
22, 340.05 16, 372.36 (5 %8) 1,366,434 1 68,325
129, 328.08 129, 238. 08 0 842,894 42,145
99,204. 14 83, 897.63 (15, 306) 956, 902 47, 845
21,984, 40 17,110. 84 (4,874) 1,900,000 ¥ 95, 000
104, 877.01 108, 692.71 44,08 1,406, 503 §

35,592. 61 32,155.32 (3,438) 1,118,985 155,949
53,952, 54 50, 246. 38 (3,706) 3,985,350 1199, 267
20,947 40 12, 705. 69 (8,242) 3,485,078 ! 174,254
57,775.41 52, 440. 22 (5, 335) 4, 443,400 1 222,170
355, 220. 15 370,453,99  +15,233 21,519, 563 11,075,978
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, 1974 14 ’
- ' : - - ?drmms-
Total tration
Congres- - esiimated 5 percent
' sional cost ot Teduction
Stzl‘l and school dustrct District Old law  New law tier 2 Ditterence education on ICE
MISSISSIPP|
Toent= ' Mu.iqy o) Separate | R 11, 666. 19 - 25161, 72 (16,496, 3 543 480 1177114
c1100 y . ’
Starkville Municipal Separate 2 . 20, 891. 52 25,724, 24 14,832 2 283,347 1114, 168
School District, .
Long Beach Municipal Separate & R 158, 498 07 99,293 88 . (59 204, 2 022,314 1101, 116
School Dystrict, .
Gulfport Municipal Separate . ¢ 221,742 70 213: 710 36 (8,0331 4 698, 264 1234913
Picayune Municipal Separate, . §. $5,710. 72 46,026 31 (9,685 2,005, 57 1100, 279.

. Jackson Count . ] . 203,379. 84 152,911 42 (50,469, 3 046943 152, 47

Forusvl County AHS, . ] Lo 7,780, 11 5,154 80 (2. 625 390.278 119,514
. Forrest County . 5 29,219 52 22,896 54 (6.923, 2 %48, 309 V127,415
a Pass Christian Municipal Sepa- & 27,789 29 27,616 95 ‘ (172) 1,901,131 195 057
rate.
Bay St. tows. ... - 27,498..24 20,082.51 (7.435) 1,219,111 1 60, 956
MISSDURI ,
Berkeley . . a2 o - 33,470. 70 22, 806, 03 (10,6655 5, 612,944 1 280, 647
Wellington Napoteon R-9. 4 ., 9, 862. 28 6,771.22 (3,091, 399, 000 119,950
Lexington R v 4 20, 256. 79 12,558, 30 \7,699) 1,150, 808 157,540
Knob Noster R vill | 4 618,492, 30 607,076. 16 (11,417),, 1,469, 012 73,451
Reorganized S p, No. 7 4 26, 640. 00 . 16, 245,13 ~10,398) 1) 448, 361 172,418
- Henry County R} Schoai 4 .- ' 7,392, 39 " 5,110.51 (2,281) 559, 486 127,974
Grain Valley R 5 School District . 4 . 7.378.08 5,407, 06 (1,971 131,839 . 6,592
D of Harnisonv)lie R 9 4 . 43,036, 00 30,101. 00 (12,935) 1, 579,923 178,996
Chilohee Reor ganized R 1 4 . 2,689, 71 1, 810,07 (880) 126, 062 ' 6,303
Reorganized 5.0, No, 7 .. 4 94,652, 00 69,469,00 . (25,183, 5,448 145 1272, 407
Independence No, 30 4 134, 099. 70 100, 840, 42 130,250y 11,927 544 ! 596, 377
GrsndvlowNConsohdatod School 5 263, 805. 00 203,912, 00’ (59,893) 5,575 534 1278,7177
istrict No, 4,
St Joseph, o . 6 50,918, 87 65, 939. 00 +15,020 12, 000, 000 1 600, 000
En[:)elsml Springs Public Schoot 6 .. 29, 331. 85 22, 383. 80 (6,948) 2 565 810 128,291
istrict No_ 4. .
North Kansas cn‘y No. 7% _ 6 106, 843, 49 66, 276. 84 (40, 566) 17,712,015 ' 885, 601
Richmond SDR-[3 . v . 11,070, 72 8,125 31 (2,946) 1,356, 364 167,818
Reed SpringR gy 77" . 7 .. 14,999 04 11,169, 76 (3, 829, $59, 860 127,993
Springfield R-12 ~~ . 7 B 99,670.01 8%, 566. 57 {14,103) 20,688 327 1 1,034,415
Stockton Schoo| District. 7 10,512. 93 3,234, 69 (2,278 625, 554 131,278
117%eriaS.0. R-5. . 8 12, 320, 64 7,597.56 (4.726) 443 836 §22.192
Waynesville R vy . R .- - 1,510, 260, 00 1,477,579, 00 (32,681) 4,816, 535 240, 327
Houston Schools RI . 8 . . 18,38} 05 13,884.92 (4,496, 910, 757 145,538
Success R-6 ] 45,482 1 45,482 44 0 195, 251 9,763
Stoutiend R-2 .8 . 6,428 1 4,710,965 11.717) 460, 237 123,012
Rolla Public Schools 8 58, 656 9 45,336, 87 13,320y 3 499 55) 1174,978
Dixon R- | 8 53, 834 4] 41,b70. 16 12, 164 790,183 © 39509
Richiand R 4 School 8 20, 068. 48 14,690. 12 15, 378, 39, 415 126,971
Parkway 8 163, 574 55 121, 785. 75 41,789) 23751137 1.187,55?
Columbia Public Schools ] 101, 649 96 98, 398 87 13,2511 9,15, [00 ' 457, 805
Crocker R 2 . 3 28,926. 72 22,152, 98 L6, 774) 496, 000 124,300
Plator 5 [ 37,497 60 v 28,945 |4 (8. 553) 444,000 22,200
Fort Zumwall , 9 ' 37,147 26 22, 500. 98 14 647, 3 857 950 1192, 897
Canton School DistrctRv' g . 2,769 47 2,373 81 - 395+ 566, 493 ' 28,325
Ripley County R Iv School 10 . 4,565, 78 3,423, 31 1,143, 472,438 18,622
District. . !
Consolidated  School District 10 57, 226. 68 35, 87 121,351, 6,287, 668 1314, 383
No. 6.

° Hickman Mills CSD No, | I K] . 410,136 46 296, 410. 46 113,726y 11, 316, 202 ! 565, 810
Cons. School District No. 2 .. 133 . 174.302. 25 126, 49942 (47,803, 12.000, 000 1 600, 000
Center School District No 58 133 . 76,478 75 * 96,273.49 (20,206, 5, 365, 399 ' 268,270
Lindbergh - o136 77,881 93 57,506 26 120, 382) 9, 970, 845 1 498 542 -
Mehtville R-9 . L1360 1,433,645 59 990, 455. 61 (488.672) 11, 163,432 558,172
University City . 137 12.285 78 47,972 41 24,274, 8 146000 1 420, 800
Ferguson Reorganzed R 2 ..., 220 .. 165, 318. 00 123, 203. 09 (42,115: 15,907, 942 795, 397

, .
MDNTANA .
No. 40 Frenchtown Elementary _ | 8 080 57 6.493 47 (1.587) 271,223 113, 561 R
No. 40 Frenchtown High School 1 6.682. 00 5.591. 00 (1.091) 247,394 112, 369
Libby High School District No 4 1 45,501, 71 33, 34552 (12.156) 918, 596 ! 45 929
Elementary School District No. 4. | 107.090. 2¢ 78, 806. 77 (28.285) 1,586, 196 .79, 309
Second Class District No. 7 P . 5.286.79 3.721.% (1.56%) 210, 000 110, 500
Heart Butte School No. | | 108.510. 02 108 311. 30 (199) 274,061 13,703
Trego School District No. 3 1 3.979. 32 3.186.52 (793) 86. 846 . 14382
Gardiner Elcmcntuy Schoot 1 23,110:65 18, 760. 95 (4. 350) 152, 769 7,638 ‘
School District 7,
See footnotes at end of table, .

r

Q . 101‘) A
ERI

PAFullText Provided by ERIC




ERI
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State and schoot district

MONTANA  Continued

. N
Gardiner Schosl District No &

Elementary School District 28

Elementary Schooi District 28

09 Darhy

Slndcvzs County School District
N

Vaher Elementary  School
Dstrict.

Vaher thgh School District No.
18

Kessier No 2
No. 14 Fortine
Koccanusa School District No 2

Victor High Schoot District No. 7.
Victor Elementary District No. 7.
Elementary Schoo! District 17-H .

Custer Co. High Schoot District

Hardin High School Distact
No. 1.

Havre High School District A

Elementary and High School
District No. 9.

Poghr Public School District

9

0. 98.

Poplar Public School District
No. 9.

Frazer School District No. 28

Frazer Elementary District No. 2.

Havre Schoot Mstriet No 16 .
As:lhn('t"!hm.utlry&hool Dis-
rict Mo,

Coistrip School District No 19 .

Gllsu‘;w School District No. 1A
¢ . *NEBRASKA
Mead Public School

No. 13 Walthill Pubiic Schooi
Ralston.

. School District of Papiilion
. Thurston County No. 17

City of Bellevue
Plkﬂsmoulh School  District
0. 1.
Murray School District No. 56
Chadron School District
Sandy Creek Poblic Schoo! Dis-
trict No, ¥C.

Genoa District No. 3 ...

Clay Certer ' .
No. 2 Rushville Public.

'anlord City §ehool Distnct
71.

Sandhuls Public School .
Wood River Elementary ..

~ NEVADA

- Washoe County. .. .

Elko County _

Carson City . ..

Pershing County .. .
Minerat County

White Pine County

Humbolt County_ . . _,
Lander County. .
Churctyf County . !
Lyon Sounty . _ ..

Nye County. ...

Congres-

sional
District

157

~.Kee footnotes at dnd of table,

+

Old taw

24. 386 01
19 564 98

36 017.91
11. 348, 39

21,

w
&
w
~
“w

DR~
o
~
o
-
o

215.916.97
70. 594. 81

16, 447 19
29,042.12

95.537. 38
289, 084. 01

92, 841. 00
79,424.00
15, 699. 00
11, 780. 10

43 721.56
225,611.02

.

5.662. 90

25, 834.95
59, 810. 94
656. 163. 46
178, 546. 96
3,695, 336. 20
95, 361. 35

14, 638. 59
17.615.59
3.269.71

5.326. 89
14,111, 56
16.827.96

5,769.70

6,329.19

291, 303. 09
179,196.00
92,375.37

43,288.58

e

1974

15

New law tier 2

20 776
54 122
16,430
29.436
8270

283, 009.

73133
12, 746.
9,478,

37.401.
198, 625.

3,549, 079,
87.601.

12, 147.
13, 155.
2, 396.

4, 565.
10,341,
13. 490.
5,001,

5. 225,

243,614,
167, 081.
80, 506.64°
18, 401
357.763.
18, 654.
1.779.
.66

8.6

227.901.
63, 960.
35,630,

51

63

24
15

7%
LX)
82
90

51

00
00

0l
86
p
9

20
43
84

Total

estimated

cost ot

Difterence  education

(3.610)  197.108
(8.589) 323,988
(3 134)  299.433
(6 581 145 940
(3.078)  294.469
(879) 202868
(2.615) 191,223
(1.478)  203.011
(949) 59, 818
(716) 53,078
(959)  109.520
(2.762)  164.790
(7.473) 1.144.101
(3.449) ' 940.873
(3,649)  526.711
(1.716) 1,214,245
(2.351) 473,837
(1.930) 361716
+6,075 655,762
(8.958) 97, 646
(6.291) 145,640
(2.953) 1:674.110
(2.302) 56, 774
554 320) 190, 000
(26.986) 877,072
(3.386) 408,077
554 235)  319.726
(13.009) 4.140.936
(71,557§ 4,445,508
0 724. 200
(146.257) 8,749,453
(7,760) 1,375 188
(2.491) 170,425
(4.460)  965.122
(873) 746,584
(761) 440, 846
(3,770) 462, 265
(3.337) 336169
(763) 315,581
(1.103) 326,688
(47. 689) 40, 742, 762
(12, 115) 4,575,090
(11, 869) 5,229, 445
§3, 932) 805,586
(23,728) 1, 802, 554
(4,355) 2,271,822
(4,557), 1,604,337
(17,045)" 875,561
(22,438) 3.026,275
(7.048) 2,973,762
(7,655) 1,785,229

Adminis-
tration
S percent
reduction
on TCt

858
. 199

297
723

68, 759

8.521
148, 256
137,339
122,042
123,113
116, 808
115,779

116,334

12,037,138
1228, 795

1 89, 261




/ State and schoo! distnct

NEW HAMPSHIRE

Dover
Goftstgwn
Hampton
New Castle
Newington
Newmarket
Portsmouth
Bow .
Weare. .

NEW JERSEY

Brooklawn .

Kingsway Rognonol

Pine Hill

Runnomodo .

Waest Oeptford Township.
Absecon

(si‘r'nm Eu Harbor Regionat

-
2 D e e e e e e

v

Somers Point Publxc Schools
Waesthand Township
Menasguan. ..
Monmouth
School,

Florence. . ... .
Meple Shade . .
Pemberton Borough
Pemberton Towns ip .
Pennsauken: .
Plumsted Townsmp
Byram Township. .
Hatkettstown ..
Herdyston Townsh!p
Morrjs Hills Regional

- Mt Olive Townshlk
Netcong Public Schools .
Phillips! vgu 13
Rockawey Borou| . .13
Rockewsy Tow!
Sussex County vouuonal Tech-

nical.

New Brunswick. ., ........

NEW MEXICO

Las Cruces Schoo! District No.g 2

Espanola Municipal Schools I
Gatiup-McKinley Cou .2

- Djo Caiien te indepen ont_ .. 1
Ruidoso, No. 3 . 2
Ahmogovdo Mumclpal School 2

District.

Grants Municipal District No. 3. %
2

2

2

1

Regional  High

et et e I DD D S L) () I A PIAD AD e e e

Artesia Public Schools.
. Lovin,
Gads

J.Municipll
Indapendent No. 16.
Magdelena Municipal
Chama Vailey
District 19,
Teos Municipal Schools [T |
.Los Alamos . .. e
Las Veges west
Las Vegas east
Jemes Sprin,
Jomn ountain

Hetch Valloy
Fermington .

Indopmdont

., Catancia.. .
Dulce. .
Des Moines..

See footnotes at end of table.
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JAruitoxt provided by Eric:

Congres-
sional
District

-

g e

C 10

Old law

133, 106. 01
763, 184 00
39 654.37
. 10,653.39
13, 855. 40

25

&%

88882388888

O

2

\.
GERR22TC

~
PB—

362,

19,273.00

, 261 00~

13, 520. 00
1,882, 150
48, 353. 00
27.727.00

8

=
®

eE8~Rwo
RBNIBCS
SorNakio

o
~

531,
9,
15, 164,
. 2, 604.

3]
8 2333823888

787,235.33
351, 598.50

1,455, 318. 75

387,675, 69
79, 7497 00
9,998.00
49,815.45
156, 341,51
24, 330,06

77,030.28
720, 795.68
11,274.75
4,744.59
152, 285.77

313, 065. 83
3,367. 11

'

New faw tigr 2 Difterence

-

50,115 90
605, 486 00
16, 244, 84
3,862.81
6,635 01
3,913 84
1,185,063.20
387, 493. 00
170, 973.00

0
3,249.00

11, 1}3.00
72,521.00

659,794, 55
294, 98923
3, 808, 286. 00

1,721, 68171

386, 497. 98
64, 974.00
7,328.00
26,651 00
155, 083.71
“19,182.75

72,1397.87
529, 202.85
18, 142,01
12, 505. 69
149,673.77
72,478.04
6,543. 00
19,474.20
12, 606.94
61,594, 21
7,828.59
2,551.38
312,159. 53
2,805. 41

1974 7%

Total

. astimated
cost of ©

education

(82,991) 3.
(157.698) 1
(23,410)
(6,791)
(7.220)
* (12,195)
(501, 360)
(99, 811)
(44,013)

(4, 880)
4,331
(2, 839)
(51,030)

1,162, 550
7

(20, 698)

+2,564 1,900,
(18,778)

353
g

——

~
o
—m e WO e

(4,051)

+69,917 9,286,371

(127, 440) 11, 365, 183
255 610 l, 500,
40,947

5.085)
2,205)
+286.363° 6 923,792

B 1,178) 3, 882, 030

g

(14,775) 3,062, 438
52 670) 359,434 °
(23,264) 3,195,762
S(1,288) 618,702
(5, 147) 836,470
g3 848, 184
191, sss)a 5,905. 386
+5.867 2, 315, 448
+7.761 2,917,&3&
§2,612; 678, 981
7.823) 784,329
(2,385) 859,588
"489) 5,684, 493
|, 535; 756, 0
1.871) 5, 472,921
(2,002) 803,256
(842) 566, 683
(906) 851,242
(562) 268, 437
s

L

Admins-
tration
9 purcent
reduction
on ICE

o '

T 185, 946
% 103
172,577
17, 893
19791
126,945
279,736
64, 383
®

o

W2,
58 {27
139735

133 937

- 195, 0&1

Vgl 114
V464, 318

568, 259
225, 000
578, 289
132, 206

142,538
346, 190

194, 102
1153, 122
117,972
1159, 788
30,935
141,923

42,409

295, 269
1115, 772
1145, 857

-




sional

Gtate and school distiict \Dn!nu

NEW MEX!ICO "Continued

Cuba.

Clouderoft.

Belen

Bunalillo.

Bloomhill

Carisbad .

Capitan .
Altec. »
Albuquetque . /
Carnzozo. . .
Clovis. .

Fort Sumner

Kirtland. ..

auomadu.. A

/

oy ..

Wagon Mound . .
Tubarasa

Truth or Consequences
Springer

Socorro

Santa Fe

‘Roswell

Reserve . .

Ratod.

Pajdaque .

Penasar

Pecas.

Mountainair

Morarty

More . .

Melrose.

Las Lunas..

NEW YORK

South Country School Distiict 1
Sachem Consolidated School 1
District at Holbrook.

Smithtown Central k)
Northport-East Northport 3
Kmr Park Central. -3
Bethpage Unlon Free 3
Port Chester Rye Union Free

Valloy Central School District

Hilhland Falls Central

Wallki! Central

JVestal Central

" Rotterdam-Draper Union Free

South Colome Gentrai

Cohoes Lo

Brunswick Contral *

North Calonie Central No. 5

Burnt Hills-Batiston Lake Con-
solidated School District

Ballston Spa Central School 29
District.

Brunswick ..

Saratoga Springs®

Westmoreland Centrai School.

New York Miils Union Free.

Adirondack Central School

Co solidgted School District No.
1 Town of Cemdgn.

Oneida City School Distract

Canandaigua City . . 33 .

. North Syracuse .. 33
South Seneca Centgal School. .. 33
Union-Endicott Central School 33

. Seneca kalls Centrat School 35 N

.

Niagara-Whaatfiaid. . 6
Savons Central .
Niagea Falls. ... ..

See footnotes at nnd of table.

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC [

. Conpres-.

-

~

1974 79
I3 - Total ,

estimated
cost of
Oid taw  New law tier 2 Difterence  #ducation
T . ~
329 518 87 © 323.127 07 (k£ 391) 937 474
4 599 07 35 247 49 (7352)  348.848
49,211 52 31 839 97 (17,431) 2 826 5
680 592 35 673,157 15 (7.435) 3.396, 767
« 390,433 29 372 469 26,  (17,694) 2.130.437
© 33514 15 247,459, 88 (88,954) 5.250.906
2.8% 96 2.093 76 (763) 282188
29: 460 34 © 22,011 20 (7,449) 1,791,753
3079 435 80 2,574.590 15  (904,846) 61,719 318
6,963 84 0 (6 964) 496, B6)
8p2. 086 06 772,433 99 (29,652) 6,812,195
0 1.319 97 +1 320 NA
2 444,530 77 2,425 64457 (18, 383) NA
3,137 95 2, 3695 an) NA
2.321.28 6.632. 21 +4,31 NA
712 24 *1,313.29 +600 266, 067
360,154 T4 338,977 16 (21,178) 1,292.394
11,963 52 8, 812 00 (3.152) 1.212.764
|5 708 23 81, 108 26 S‘ 600)  549.112
01l 32 44,429 61 (33.781) 1, 660.652
697. 20 0 (186,697) 1.310, 487
6 036. 74 109, 568, 34 (26, 469) 7,461,773
27.412 1) 20.471.51 (7.001) 363,500
1,428 48 7.320 715 46,893 1,543, 728
190,497 24 149,382 53 (41, 114) 1,027.724
20.534. 34 16, 810 42 (3.724) 106,262
10, 81560 8, 466830 (2.349) 698 641
10,228 59- 8. 074857 (2.149) 417,600
14. 463. 36 3. . ¥ 06 (5.634) 779,314
5.713. 92 4,187 52 €1,526) 1,005, 809
5.713.9 4,536 94 51. 127) 323,818
213,173.8 181,711 0% (31, 463) 2,754,681
150,771, 30 110, 496, 60 (40,275 1.233.985

230, 910. 68 166, 442 06 164, 469 )
149, 047. 00 102,871 00 146, 176) 26, 005, 329
130, 735.00 92, 325 00 (38, 410) 18,375, 246
54, 008. 65 37. 451 77 116, 5571 9,958, 331
42,866, 35 29,672.15 113.194) 10,992, 354
9, 087. 60 9:086 20 1) 6,990,873
43,506.09 , 31,9977 (11,547 4 6, 191, 355
473,498. 82 363,057 31 (110, 442) "2, 448,92
20,918.78 13,308 74 (1, 160) 3,93, 244
78, 42%.58 57,685, 80 120, 740) n 163, 393
55.113 81 49.343.33  +33, 213 1,978 395
105, 835 54 78,005 16 127.830) 12,873,122
33.978.83 46 045 52 - +12,067 3 339,230 _
32,519.30 20,775 91 (11,743) 2,353,900 ©
95, 527.23 40,638.25 (14,899 9,600, 670 °
200, 141,51~ 1467285 92 . 153.856) 7,366, 848
114,119.09 79, 547 61 (34.572) 7.366 848
6,097.98 . 3,693. 63 (2,404)  +399, 828
8. 056. 35 71.412.93 (16,6431 8,734 457
40, 499. 82 30,718.74 19, 721),, 2. 096,910

11, 825. 20 s_uh\%s\ 3.0 z,)f,! ﬂ&
36.933.75 27,589 5 (9, 3¢4) %,010, 142
41, 388.20 31,508.08 (9.880)" 3,655, 740

. .,

337050. 74 g1.355.l3- (11,695) 4,514,087
95, 561. 59 70, 496. 16 (25,0651 1,966, 340

330, 559. 49 310, 996. 65 (19,563 (7?
35,117.00 26.015.00 9,102y 2,377,992
66.654.80 _ 49, 023. 09 (17, 542) 10, 298, 968
28,833, 72 21.268.47 (7,588 2.750.242
293, 646. 00 284, 790. 00 (8, uss) s 125 716
11,284, 78 9,672, 40 (1.6 4, 000
466,504, 14 180,172.06 (286, 332» 23, 794 885

.
4

106 . N

Admins-
LJration
4 percent

+ "CUUIDE‘
on 16
¥

' 87,
t3 085,
122,
340.

969
90

194
284

o
E=3
~

116,
1137,

1361, 699
&

11.300. 266
1918, 762
1 497,
- 549,
1349,
1309,

122,
1195,
' 658,

9.
1 643,
11686,
V117,
1 480,

917
617
544
568

346
162
170
920
656
961
695
034

342
342

119,991
1436,723
1 104, p4S

! l(Sg 507

1182, 787

1225708
198,317

nid s
1514, 798

- 368,
! 368,

' 189, 744




~ 1 -
‘ 104 .
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& ™ - - 1974 75
’ hd e Administra-
8 - Total tion 5
Congres- - e _ estimated agreent
sional c Lost of reduction
State and school district District Old law  New law tier 2 Difference - edycation »0n TCE
. — T m———— .
NORTH CAROLINA -
. Camden County .., . 33,033. 60 25, 540. 50 (7,493, 336, 386. 16,819
Gates County_ ..~ S 15,593 65 3, 803. 29 411,780, 1,407, 103, 170,355

Pamlico Coynty. . . e R 62, 500, 80 38, 230, 05 (24,271 553, 092 27, 655
Perquimans County 1 23,212, 80 17,935.70 15, 277) 1,422 025 171,10t
- “Chapel Hill-Carrboro Citye ... 2. 8,642, 24 23,550. 88 14, 909 l,gég', 798 195, 840
Duplin County ... R 48,746, 88 1,037,637, 66 (213, 724) 3 , 886 153,104
Wayne County 4. 895, 230. 00 865, 264, 00 (29,966) 10, 606, 076 «530, 304
-~ “Durham Cilz ________ A I 32,319, 36 99, 059, 87 66,741 9,364,450 1 468, 223
- Burhington City 00T .6 . 97.136. 64 83,481 52 (13,655 -7,979, 549 + 398, 977
Cumberland C; unty_ . .7 2,191,038. 72 1,816, 842 47 @74, 186 24,000, GO0 1, 200, 000
. Faymev_m- Ci(lfy ...... P R 699, 214. 98 659, 547, 05° 19,668) 2,697,151 134, 858
New Hanover ounty _ I . 117,160. 71 97,213, 34 (19,947) 14, 035, 351 1701, 768
Red Springs City.. ..~ P 13,034 88 16,346.24 . 43 311 . 516, 306 175, 815

. Moore County_ _ . 8 . 48,211, 20 44,409, 43 (3,802) 1, 554 838 177,742 -
‘Salisbury City . _ _ A 2 34,1049 - 45, 896, 24 1 2 692,776 V134,639
Asheville City "~ 11 42,318, 52 76, 276, 26 33,958 5 465, 050 V273,253

Graham County __ . '82,468. 68 71,988.35 + (g 480) 1, 200, 000 60, 000 -
Jackson Caunty . __. 63,184, 29 51,989 44 (11,195) 2, 680, 559 V134,027
Swain County._.. . 74,892, 69 68,500, 89 (6, 392) , 000 4,250
. h Jransylvania County____ 55,047, 45 43,223.31 (11, 824y 3, 186, 322 V159,316

. t N . .
, NORTH DAKOTA . i :

Bismarck No. 1. . . 87.662. 65 (21,0661 6, 785, 000 1339, 250

Bowbells*No, 14"
Cavalier No, 6__

96) Zgg. 205, V10, 450
Elfh! Mile.No. 6
™M

, 293, 03 (
. 29,437%49 (10, 509) ; 36, 0f
/20,869.56 +1,608 198 370 19 919.

& dway No. 128" , 628, 64 5,958 '578°000 | 128 ggo
. Milton No_ 30___ 4,944 64 £2°019) 112,000 - 5, 600
Minot No, 1_ ] 1, 263, 307. 94 (29,017) 6,194 727 309, 736
. Qsnabrock No, | . 1,854 23 (646) 101 689 15084
© Park River No, 78 3,089, 60 (1, 460) 517 905 125,895
Pemblina No. 1 . _. 7,196.75 - (6. 730) 2050245 10, 26
Surry No, 41___ .77 4,972, of (1,812) 110,126 5, 501
. - Wahpeton No_ 37 ceeo. 1570 ,957, 11,5487 71 (3,412 1,342,551 . 167 128
Wathalta No_ 27”7277 T .. 9, 898. 65 (3,238) 473720 23,6
~ -
N _OHID . . .
2 N . . . ) N
Forest Hills Local. .7 __ ) 70, 7€9, 88 53, 820. 82 (16,949) 7,563 818 1378 197 -

214,843, 87 S51,041.12 4336, 247 73, 4%, 000 13,674, 5007
296,084 68 -235,183.33 - (60,902) 15, 978, 0¢o } 798, 900
529, 242, 34 678, 9504. 05 149,661 S6,034, 835 1 2,801,742
429,793, 92 338,634.05 _» (\9l, 160) 6, 300, 000 315, 000

13,034. 88 8,455, 16 (4,580) 882 550 J44 128

€incinnati Public Schools_ e

Kettering City___ . I |
Dayton City __
Wayne TW/B Locai.
Paint Valley Local._

4 East Clinton Local .. . 6. . 13, 465. 21 8, 309. 42 (5.156) 1,753, 880 187,694
4 Chillicothe City_ /777 T . . 135, 816.13 106, 711. 69 (29,108) 4 3uF633 -~ 218, 082
Minford Local. . - - 14, 820. 48 9, 695. 52 (5.124) 1,500,000 175, 000
Northwest Local. . . 77" 10, 326. 13 6, 548, 03 - (3,778) Q 308, 942 165 347

Mad River Township Local 294, 133, 55 774,054.35 (120 o§0) 5, 982, 280 299,114
Beavercreek Schools. .. 7 442, 650. 24 345.770.91  "(96,879) 7, 465 96 1373, 298
New Carlisle-Bethel Locat 7.0 18316685 120.803.34  (62/363) 4558106 1227 9pc

Springfield City School.. _° 7 134, 657. 28 110, 098. 69 (24,558) 14, 350, 000 1717, 500
Xenia City .. . C .. 143,026.56 102, 660. 52 . (40, 366) 6,577,901 1328, 895
Miamishurg City 75, 814,15 55, 558. 56 (20,255) 4,198, 663 1209, 933

oledo. e 80, 543. 00 224, 367.00 +143,824 €0, 000,000 13, 000, 000
Bexlavinity T 7T 23, 845. 56 17,533.12 & (8,313) 2,700 000 1135, 000
Jefferson Local School District__ 12 . 118, 994. 02 88,976.33 (30,018) 4 660, 000 1233, 000
ElyraCity...._ . . 68,621. 42 71, 4¢6. 39 (1,974) 2, 300, 0¢o 1115, 000
Huron City Schools.\.,. . ‘9, 5€5. 71 7.591.89 gl, 974) 2,300, 000 1115, 000
Lorain City School District .. 16.528. 24 61,690.17 +52, 554" 15,850, 60O 1792, 500
Midview Local. .. 7 19.273.7¢ 16, 794.53 (2,479) 3,085, 535 1154, 277
Perkins Local E I | 12, 857.96 9, 655. 63 (3,202) 2,700, 000 1135, 000
South- Western City Schools_ |~ 68, 964. 00 63, 334.00 (5,620) N NA
Newark City Schoo} District . 184,753, 53 137.910.73 (46, 843) 7, 500,000 *1 375, 000
Northridge Local ... 13,749, 12 9,122.82 (4,626) 1, 125, 900 156, 145
East Liverpool City. . R 5, 468. 40 12, 410,07 6,942 3, 750, 000. 1187, 500
Strongville City. .~ 39,013, 20 28,530. 64 (10,482) 3,998 444 1199, 922
Bay Village City /7" 33, 709. 67 25, 203.76 (8,416) 3,998 327 1199, 916
Olmstead Falls Local . | 30, 391, 39 22,213.20 58, 178) 2,588 176 -1 129, 409
Parma City Schoo} District . 134, 423, 50 98, 766. 58 (35.657) 29, 113,039 1, 455, 652
Westlake City Schools_ .. .- 32,962,983 24,062.70 . (8 800) 4 141, 600 1207, 080
}'tanklin City Schoo! 32,215, 23 20.191.84  ..(12, 024) 3,429, 023 1171, 451

iddletown City 40, 258. 46 46.344. 05 +42,086) 13,056,596 *1 652, 830
Clevetand City. .77 258, 554. 88 619, 958. 36 +361, 404 137, 700,000 16, 885, 000

s
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Congres- «
swonal

State and school district Distrrct
VOKLQHOMA N
Jenks Public School No. 1-5.. .} .
Tehiequah. .. .. _...... ... .. 2 . .
Muskoges |- 20 . o2 .
Catoosa. . o2 .
Checotah No. 1-19. e AR .
Weleetka | 31 . .. . o2 .
Picher-Cardin N - 2 .
3uapnw Public... ol be
ason Public Schools ... ... . Y
1-19.. Z
Commarce Independent School 2 . .
District No, |
w Pawhuska Independent School 2 . . . .

Bistrict No. 2.
1-25 Adair County .....
Oktaha.. ... . ... ...
Sallisaw |--1.
Warner Public School District’
I-74,

Homeing 1-38. .. .

West:illg1-11 ..
FtimJO 25 ...
E11 (1] Pubhc

vammoar.. . oL
Big Pastur ..

Buthrie I-6..

Chandler Schoal District 1-1.
Haileyville-Pyblic School .
Marlow 1-3

1-48. .
1-1 Welburton, Ohio
Welf School Dy Jtnct No. 13.7
Holdenville.
Kinta No 13..
Mctizh
No. 105 Carney.
Manetta 'ndepondent

School

~ District No. 16.

Midwest City_ . .
Cache lndeponqont
Dist:éct No. 1.
. _lndependent .
* District. /
Choctays 1-4.
Shawnfe |- 93
g,

Schagl’
School .

Dale School District Poltawa-
tomif Counly -2,

Lixington

. Purceil 115

Aftus 1 18,

Broxton -

Carnegie \Ind'cpondenl Schoot
District No. 33,

Banger Independent School
District No. 15,

Southside . _

127, I,

Tipton 1-8 .\ .

Verden

Enid Public Schools, | 57

Mountain View. .

Red Rock

Burns Flat Independent School
District No, 7,

Sentinel ..

Mariand 1 §

North Enid lndependenl Scheot

- ;Jlstnct 0. 42.

No, 57..
Moore . .
Betham. Independenl s‘cnum
District No. 88.
Crutcho s . . .
- Miliwood .

See footnotes at ¢nd of
L]
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4
4
4
4
4
4.
4
4
4
4

o~

UK. .
tebie.

1,424,057.65

13,034.32
%6, 276. 85
10.917. 66
,368.57 °
6.198.57
30, 408. 00
69, 945. 38
83,157.00
23,799.30
12,273.17
2,958.99

19,178. 22

71869 -

3, 364.06
7,142. 40
6,279.45

21,522. 66
22,810, 65
26,059, 49
3.235,52
8,182, 48
12,853.69
6, 268. 89
27,684.5,
14, 284. 80
9, 260. 43
12, 320. 64
7,714.36
9,436. 31
14,131.70
7,698.07
5,279. 94
15, 246. 50
3,035.52'
-0

68, 111,54

2.045,281.86. -

161, 595, 01
14,257, 47
226, 057. 00
87.509.67
69, 970.04
26, 347.35

11, 784.90
14, 121%1
800, 403. 09
39.538.18
97, 328, 64

22,115,

2,327
38, 365.
2.961.
6, 244,
265, 955.
22,017
17, 600.
123, 206.

3,769.
9,531
18, 626.

.38
.20
.39
.91

.23
.12
.27

791)
47
41
iy
24
0
30
90
00

76
86
85

-

110

»

New law ter 2

9, 819.06
45, 795. 30
31,620. 07

5,269.21

179, 394. 85
58,158.01

-834,306.-84 ..

119, 769. 93
76, 740, 80
153,240 00
74.988. 62
51, 541.66
17,254.28

7,138.56
8,957.84
749, 866. 15
39,283.08
93,175, 88
.

21, 160. 47
~

£.85
.24,

llO 393.

2,699.
10, 806.
14,198 11

. 89

7,693.72
24, 470. 82
4,573,90

1974 3%

, Total
. eslimated
' cost of
Difference  aducation,
4
3,215 1,462,500
10, 481) 1,539,900
-160, 481, 5, 360,2%0
3,1001. 1,022,500
1842, 740, 500
(1, 887) 415, 143
(11,151, 366, 00
0 335, 500
+(382) 166, 250
91%) 825, 500
. \247) 460,780
L4
(2, 392) 812,500
12, 829) 745,500
1879) 240, 655'
(2,05 1,131,000
1,583 355, 650
0, v78000
(614 520. 000
1334) 440, 500
(645) 415, 500
(2.054: NA
220 140, 000
4. 7719 190, 250
(9,222) 1,635,200
(5, 183) 495, 900
(207) 216, 312 -
(2,148) - 625, 800
(1, 602) 159, 500
(4,020) 542,250
(166) 52,500
(512) 745, 500
. (553) 190, 500
(294) 148, 500
(1,810) 135,250
(1, 439) 412, 600
'(244.663) 12,010,016
(9.954) 395,500
£211,575)-- 2,937, 289. - .
(41, 825) 2,880,150
© (37.516) 3, 199.680
(72,817) 5,290,000
(12,521) 4€0, 500
(18, 428) }, 300,478
(9, 093) 290, 101
(4,646) 396, 500
(b 163) % 585, 000
0, 536) 2, 500. 000
(255) 165, 250
(4,153) 645, 500
(956) 290, 861
(411) 198, 250
(14.321) 1,705,850
(514) 342, 500
(2,313) NA
(30, 309) 5,022.650
0 360, 800
(419) 183, 500
(12,813) 389, 000
(1,071) 365, 580
+-1,275 190, 500
(4,429) 583,600
(968) 162, 750
(1,269) 160, 000
(71,763) 5,789.00p
(3,158) 490, 500
(2,003) 170, 000
(8.920) 690,000
(762) NA

Admimistra-

tion 5
percent
reduction
on 1CE

L737125,

141275
123,039

' 40, 625

37,275
V12,083
) 56, 550
117,783

3,900

120,775
NA
7,000
19,5]2
181,760
124,795
110,816
!3],290
17,775
127,113

T s

19,525
7,425

. 16,763
120,630

600. 500
19,774

94, C08
' 159, 985
t 264, 500
23075
165, 024
14, 505

19, 825
129, 250

19,913
185,292
117,125

NA
1251.133
18, 040
9,425
19, 450

118,279
9.525
129, 1£0

8,138
'8.000
1789, 450
124,525

'8, 500
134,500
NA
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1974 75
—— e i e — e - = AdMimstra-
Total tion 5
~  Congres- estimated percent
~ 4 sional . cost of reduction
State and school district District . «Oldlaw ~Newlawtier 2 TDifterence - education on TCE
OREGON . .
Paisley School Distsiet No. 11C 2 6.169.06 B.624.91 42,45 257,949 112,897 /
Vale District U -3, . 2 9, 642. 50 7.066.48 (2,577) 447, 549 122,377
School Qistrict No. 1. 2 18.081.68 13.495.88 (4,586) 2,228,709 V111,435
*Union High Scheal District No. ] 39,331. 25, 29,517.68 (9,813) 2,327,223 1116, 361
Hood lwovlCounty School Bis- 2 57,081. 16 . 37,165.76 (19,915) 3,895,683 1194, 784
trict No >
! Pendleton No.<l6R. ... 2 . 85,780, 89 73,493.09 (12.288) 4,268, 285 1213, 264
& Hermiston No. 8R . 2 L. 63,944.79 . 52,846.31 (11.099) 3,130,287 156,514
wasco Co. School District No. 122 - 46,027.71 32,355.44 (13,673) 2,951,069 © 1147,553
Sisters School District No. 6 2 - 14,288, 56 10, 922.65 (3, 366) 370, 287 118,514
. Morrow County School District. . 2 - 11, 116.79 8,146, 81 (2,970) 1.62%610 1 81,180
Union District No. 5 2 18,575.00 13,613.00 (4,962) 568, 669 128,433
Pleasant Hill School District 4 . 19, 792.50 14, 504 88 (5 288) 1,584,973 179,249
Roseburg Schoo! Distsict No. 4._ 4 116,916. 11 85,792.01 (31,119) 6, 050, 290 1302, 515
Estaczdz Union Hilh UHE .. 4 L. 35,832.92 27,983. (7,849) 1,266,011 ! 63,301
Medford 549C . .. .4 143,413.06 107,033.1 (36, 380) 10, 083, 105 1 504, 155
Central Point No. 6 A R 32,625 54 24,276.94 (8,349) 3, 765 249 v 1188,267
McKonGzée River School District 4 . . .. 49,159.74 39 134. 4 (9,875) 889, 008 1 44, 450
o .
- Pomand, Oreg.« . 13 ... . 255, 899. 86 268, 890. 38 +413.001 78,003,129 3,900,156
PENNSYLVANIA
Ridiey . 7 48,497.23 39, 244,52 (9, 252) 10, 515, 552 1525,778
. Southyst Detco_.. . 7 42, 364,07 31, 459. 83 (10, 904; 7,427,892 1371,395
Centennial . yo ] 363, 001. 00 ° 330,181.00 (32,810 H 302 500 1718, 125
Central Bucks 8 84, 582. 16 61, 270. 68 (23,311) 13 750, 337 1687,517
Hatboro-Horsham . .8 . 64,648.04 45,103. 30 (19,545) S, 9!5 484 1299, 274
Upper Moreland Township ... 8 . 65, 824,03 42,047, 23 (23,770) 5, 585 078 1279.254
Tuscarora.y¢ . L9 72,832.81 49, 705. 50 (23,127) 3,037,914 1151, 896
“Tussey Mountain. ... .9 14, 399. 61 ,  8,879.04 (5,520) 1, 268 818 193, 440
s oS RIS | S 23,477.63 18,238.78 {5,239) 2,102, 011 1105, 011
- 01d Forge R, o1 o 37,562. 40 23,003.29 g 4,559) 11, 000, 000 155, 000 .
Wyoming Area.. .. LR | S 38, 036. 27 24,706.64 + (13,329) 3,410,497 1170, 525
Wyomin Valley West.. . .11 . 49, 459.53 34, 491. 06 (14,969) 8,658,177 1432, 909
Churchill Acea_ .. . .. .. ... 14 . . 33,348. 26 26,511. 86 (6, !37 6, 394, 238 1319 71
Halitex Ates. . [ | T 8,764.93 5, 309. 22 (3,456) 1,135,9 156, 798
Hamsbum... L Y U 117, 670. 80 74,051, 22 (43. 620 (H 247, 129) 1721, 356
¥ Cumberiand Valhy ...... 19 211,128.91 175,518.98 (35,610 7, 088 757 t 354, 438
Machanicsburg Area.... . . 19... ... 123,715.09 90, 160. 57 (33,554) 4,354, 199 1217,710
Norjhern York County .. ... 19. ... 24,628.00 14,915.00 (3, 713) 2 166,342 . 1108 317
South Middleton . .. ... .19 . . 28,180.56 -~ . 20.225,‘33-. [¢8 l!ﬁ; l, 914, 006 195, 700
Baldwin-Whitehall__ .. .. o200 62, 815. 64 759,842. 8 (8,973) 10, 268, 458 1513, 422
+Clairton City ___. ... 20, . 1, 366. 63 1, 848,02 -+481 3,005, 207 1150, 260
West Jefterson Hills RN B 61,724.00 45, 521. 60 (16, 203) 4,201,518 1210, 075
New KOnsmgtorhAmoId..., S2le 16, 486. 50 29,515.16 +13,029 5,961, 024 1298, 051 >
Penn Hills. . B, 21 . . 52, 247. 62 39,274.94 (12, 973) 15,016, 444 1750, 822
Paters Iownshlp o 20 24,794.93 15, 811. 45 (8,984) 3,516,968 175, 848
Bradford Area.. . ... . L2300 13,161. 24 19,821. 00 +6,660 5,621,223 1281, 06
Sharpsville Area. . ... . FET7 S 1, 669. 52 .6, 812. 32 +5 143 2202463 ‘110,12
Big Beaver Falls Area_ .. .. 5. . 4,262. 49 32,408.27  +28 146 4,186,063 1209, 303
wBorough of Allquippa.... ..... 25 ... 0 38 731, 44 438,731 3, 815 690 1190, 785
¢ RHODE ISLAND ¢« 7 ,
hool Annex. N - 413, 188. 00 419, 436.00 ¢ 46,248 6,872,234 343, 612
: 'é‘;‘&'l'n'é;‘f.i‘ o 1 248, 885. 00 20315100 (45, 734) 3,780,704 189, 035
Pawtucket. ... 1 2, 244,30 61,055 11  +36,811 12,457,357 1622 868
Warwick School Committee_. " 2 . 73,083.12 45,327.97  (27,755) 22,561,211 11,128,061
: Exeter-Wast Gresnwich. . ___ ... 2. ... 6,915.39 5,356.13 (1,559) 1,262,270 163,114

\' * SONTH CAROLINA ‘

) 531,012.02 . 460,839.47  (70,173) 4,940,217 247,011
Beautort County e 1 2 886,403,035  3,158225.77 -+269.823 32,303,268 1,615 163
Richland District § . . "2 W29 3254990 L1227 26181 a9 11,309,094
Barnwell No. 45 p 43.925. 76 3 435.65  (11,430) 1,708,823 185 dd]
McCormick No_ & ... . .03 11T 2 14523 199135  (6233) 98772 146,93
Riken County ... . .. 3L 530, 144,68  371,4%6.93 (158 718) 14,222,080 711,10
Graenville County . A 547995, 48 OB 89143 43 894 21308968 ! 2,065 448
Morry Counly. . ..... .6 20621043 12389314 (22.317) 9299475 {464,994

- SQee footnotes at end of tub]e. [N
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State and school district

SOUTH DAKOTA

Brookings independent No. 122. }

— -

Congres-
sionat
District

ee——————

Sioux Falls l;\dopondont School

District No. 1.
Hydo County "independent

District No. |

Consolmatod School District No.

Cou ty High School. . 2.

tndependent No. 13 . 2.
Common N JR %
ntNo.21- 2

Tedd County
Timber Lake |ndopondonl
gmee independent No- 4

TENNESSEE

Hawkins County
Sullivan County, .- ...
Bristot cny
Washin,

Maryvitle Clly schools
Anderson Coun
Richard City and Depttor

dependent.

Oalk Ridge public schools
Murtreesboro Cit .
Lebanon 10th District...
Frankiin County. ...
Tullahoma City....-.
CO(ln County_ .-

Lincoin County
Fayetteville City
Cannon Coun

Her

CIalksvillt-Mon
Union City Boar
Alwood Spcclal

mer

Mitan City. . ...
Weakiey County
Jackson City Schools.. . ..
Dyer Coun

Broaddus

Hubbard Consolidated Schoot 1.

District
Karnac!

Liberty-Eylau
Schoo! District

Meita Consolidated School Dis-

trict
Marsh
D

New osto
School District

Pleasant
School District

Red Llck( Consoliatéd Schoo! 1.
Consolidated  Schioot 1

District
Denison Independent

M Kinney {ndependert School

"District
See footnotes at e

”
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dependent .

(?ounly..v o

d |n-.

County.
of Education. .

1n pendent School 1
Independent 1
Grove Copsolidated 1

Dis-

ct No. 1.
Wnsl Rwol |ndo endent School 2.

No.2.

Py Y 1]

h

NNNNN\A\AC‘Q---.&

~

nd of table.

107 .
. : :
1974-75 ,
Administra-
Total - tion 5
estimated percent
cost of reduction
Otdlaw New law tier 2 Difference  education qn TCE
14,324.64 10, 488. 15 (3 837) 2,348,000 1117, 400
114,991, 29 36.138. 65 (28,852) 12, 880‘579 1 644, 044
294. 36 4,500.11 ' (2,798 530, 266 126,513
81)576.92 69,192.45 (12,385 595,380 , 28,767
39,436.40 34,983.29 (4,453) 101,000 5,050
26,357.00 22,723.46 (3,730 267,050 13,363
14, 588. 72 10, 877.65 3. 1h 825,724 141,286
51, 64127 44,314, 55 (2,320 322,730 16,137
81,640, 14 62, 606, 69 (19, 033) 873,677 43,684
168, 716. 67 163,272, 22 5, Ad 66, 28,308
787,317. 22 776,598. 38 (10,719) 1,753, 060 87,693
21,783.10 , 835, (3, 948) 113,758 5, 638
108 126.16 107,896, 88 ) 87,440 * 9,372
54, 103, 68 41,309.76 (12,794) 3, 0!5 013 1154, 251
190, 760.81 126, 762. 20 (63, 999) 11,616, 520 1580, 826
33, 030,95 ,773.69 (3,317 3. 819,095 190,955
73,031.04 50. 586. 83 (22, M4) 5, 229,269 1261, 463
21,248 64 23,033.79 +1,785 1,771,033 l88,
309 458,61 236,380.67° (73 078) 5,151,319 1257, 566
11,452.83 4,033. (7,419) , 627 3,781
650, 111. 43 476,627.49 (173,488) 5 501 299, 825
30, 148, 00 23,816. (‘l .332) 1,925,856 196,293
3,964. 04 14, 659, 64 +10, 1, 269, 328 163, 466
lSZ 668, 58 93, 898. 01 isl. 771) 2,610,426 1130, 521 ~
273,477. 21, 204, 699. 83 §8,777) 2,403,510 120,176
15, 483, 69 10, 011. 87 (5, l72; ,0 130, 454
93,029.76 67.945.96 (25,084) 1,792, 856 1 89, 643
40, 89024 11,946, 10 (28,944) 2,48 , 047 1124, 002
11,700. 9,908.05 (1,793) 724,270 136,214
17,677. M 11,679.35 (5. 998; 808, 090 t 40, 405
9, 846. 27 8, 856.99 (989 716, 599 1 35, 830
25,124.97 14,957. 66 (10,167) 2,079, 643 1103, 982
696, 307. 4 583, 327. 65 (112,979) 8,515, 947 425,797
2, 674,50 7, 658.02 ?' 983) |, 682, 168 184,108
18,748.80 13, 740. 30 5, 009) 238,034 11,902
23, 850. 51 17,633. 24 (6, ZIB;\ 710,323 135,516
§3,210.73 , 889, 3 (3,322) 1,840, 564 192,028
94, 534.62 76, 474. 86 (18,059) 1,237,585 61879
28, 790. 11 32,123.21 43,333° 2,433,130 ° 1121, 657
34, 426. 00 56, 896. 422,470 4,615, 627 1230, 781
13,927.68 5,854, 24 (8.073y 1922 298 l96 11%
e
- 11,135.50 8,418.82 i2,7l7) 286, 063 114,303
$,571.00 6, 281,00 2,290) 55,743 187
23,748.48 - 17,404.25 (6, 3“; A4, 370 122,219
lS 356. 00 11,254.00 (4,102 85, 342 , 267
90, 629. 32 67,945.70 (22,683) 1,995, 186 199, 759
11, 428.00 8,375.00 (3,083) 51,829 2,591
82,953.62 61,386.3 (21,568) 4,272, 882 1213,6M
112,129.40 83,123.4 (29,006) 928, 621 - 46, 431
) 42, 854,00 31, 406.00 (11, 448) 426,636 21,3
13,213.00 9,684.00 (3,529) 85,663 “4,283
28,212.00 20,676. 00’ (7,536) 271,592 }3,580
22,173.31 26,822.72 43,650 4,263, 585 1213,179
15, 740. 18 H 4337 (1,301) 985, 705 149,285
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Total tion 5
- . Congres. cstemated percent
. sional . [N STH Tedusting
State and school district District Old law  New law fer 2 Difference education on ICt
T — ——— — - . .
TEXAS»—Conunuod
Cedar Wit .. 6 13,634 85 10, 054. 84 (3, 580) 776, 648 ' 38,832
Crowt'_y Independent School 6 . 41, 965. 00 31, 280. 00 (10,585) 3, 386,939 1169, 347
District -
Desoto—057-908 . .. 6 S 31,180, 14 23, 160. 77 (8, 0!9; 1, 860, 360 193 018
ngt. lndop'ndontSchnol Dis- 6 .. 8,419.1] 5, 141. 04 (3,278 830, 263 141,513
tri -
Clear Creek Indopen'dentSchonl 9. .. ‘629, 557.92 467, 394. 81 (162, 163) 10, 190, 471 1509, 524
District . , .
giichinson lndopondwt School 9 . | 72,493 58 45,090. 93 (27,403) 3, 791, 849 1189, 592
strict . . .
Friend d Independent . 9. .. 120, 349_ 44 73,884.5; (46,46%) 1, 784,628 189, 231
School District \
084 Galveston . T 6, 785.27 6,203.67 - (581) 11, 206,973 1560, 349
Austin Independent_ oo /559, 840, 96 505, 493. 98 (54,347, 47, 435,467 12, 371,773
\Ba& Valle Independent School 1p, .. 531, 613.56 817,237. 80 (14,376) . 2 852, 554 142, 628
strict. . ~
Audo emy Independent Schooj H*,.. ‘l, §70. 88 G, 281.28 (2, 290) 272, 889 113, 644
istrict. ”
Co| phoraso Cove Independent 11 612, 45¢/ 87 530, 875. 42 (81,582, 2 521, 146 126, 057
chool District. . .
Gltoisvillo Independent Schoot 11. . " 80, 466. 81 54, 704. 33 (25,763) 1, 219,277 1 60, 964
atrict. . . 5
G!ll)l'lhury Independent School 11 9,874.19 6, 364. 26 3,510 314,734 - 115,737
strict.
wn Independent School 1] .. s 2,948 450,84 . 2,784,688 8] (163,762, 7, 545, 395 377,210
trict.
ulr)npms Independent School 11. . . 131, 250. 31 101, 506. 12 (29, 744) 1, 450, 000 72, 500
istrict.
Rog:nson {ndependent School 1. . . 17, 856. 00 13,057.57 (4, 799) 805, 709 4 40, 285
strict. *
Azlo' Independent School Dis- 12, .. aee 59, 639. 04 45,304, 73 (14,334) 1, 760, 248 188,012
trict,
P:n:undle todependent Schoot 13 24,305, 59 6, 765. 65 (7, 540) 767, 859 138,393
District.
Slgf‘(‘llq Independent * Schoo) 13 . 7,320. 95 5,431.79 (1, 889) 990, 000 1 49, 500
Toaginu'.ctlndependent Schoot 13._ . - 872 38 767. 69 (104) » 253 848 112, 692
stri N
Wichita  Faiis Independent 13 697,199.57 + 627, 810.73 (69, 389) 11, 809, 079 590, 454
©! School District.
Robstown "~ I L 22, 950. 85 25, 666, 74 +2,716 2, 478, 857 1123,943
mrﬁ;vmo Independent Schoo! 15. . T ~ 253,732.83 216, 575. 17 (37,158) 5, 694, 771 1284, 739
strict. -
Mission Consolidatod-lndepvnd- 15.... .. 32, 226. 51 32,394. 92 +168 2,873 gsg 143,693
“ent School Distriet, .
Sen Bunito Conso"dltod-lnde- 15 .. 10,910. 80 22,024.65 (1, 114y 2, 989, 943 1149, 497
pendent Schoo! District.
l;'.".ﬁ:t independent School .47, _ " '319, 231.93 770, 370. 08 (48, 862) 13, 436, 990 671, 850
- District. . '
Bis Spring Independent Schoo! 7. ... 338, 369, 00 304, 878 00 (33, 491) 5, 607, 165 280, 358
istrict. .
Broack - independent Sehoot Dis- 17 _ ) 2,499, 84 1,738 66 (762) 137,035 16,85
tric 184-909, . !
Sa'nl'o.!nq'pondont School Dis- 17, k 3,749 76 2,702. 63 (1,047) 191, m 19, 589
ric| .
Sasiﬂ{lgtlo Indepandent Scheol 21 . . 281, 946. 20, 238, 568. 6Q (43,377) 10, 007, 596 1500, 380
strict. e
San Felipe Dol Rio Comolida(ed 2y 440, 098, CO 410, 031. 00 (30, 067) 4, 362, 951 218, 143
!ndependent Schaor District, .
D;l;ﬂd independent Schoo) 22 - 33,019, 32 20,419.53 (12, 599) 3,074,997 4153, 750 .
- Disfrict. ’
Ll{ggto Independent Schog) pig- 3. ..., 80, 088. 44, 63,929, 30 (16, 159) 9, 638, 841 1481, 942
rict,
Meding Valley Independent a. . 32,177.59 21,327.47 (10,850) - 930, 832 146, 542
Schoo! Disttict, .
Potqe: independant Schoo! Dis- 23 \ 16,914, 57 T 13,443 85 3,471) 714, 252. 135,713
trict, .
Pmbc_tlndooondqm School Dis~ 23, 3,324.68 2,807. 45 (518) 136,96 16, 825
trict,
Schorlz\Cibolo-Univeisal City. .23 383,904, 00 316, 281, 04 (67,623) 2 751, 203 137, 560
Mal;sﬁeld Independent Schoot 4 36, 604. 80 26, 826. 10 (9,778) 2,000 00p 1 100, 000
-Distriet, .
Edg‘OWo'od Independent Schooi 144 | 651, 539, 63 580, 147. 65 71, 391) 13,015, 228 1650, 761
Districe, °
Northsl'do Independent School 144 _ 1,694, 501. 49 1,356,972, 63 (337, 528) 17,533, 386 876, 669.
District.

See footnotes at end of table,
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State and school distuct

TEXAS- Continued

Southwest (ndependent School
District.

Jutdson tndependent School Dis-
trict No. 916.

Birdwille [ndependent School
Oistrict.

Kennedale Indegendint Schoot
Distract

Daitas Indopendent School Dis-
trict.

UTAH

BoX Elder County School Dis-
trict .

Emery County School District

Dawvis County School District

Duchssne County School Dis-

trict
Wayne School District. .
Grand. .

Morgan "County Sehoot District '

Loy

We r Counly Schoot District
Ogden City School Oistrict .
Toosle County Schoot District
Carbon Schoot District

Murray City Schoot District
South Summit School Dtstncl

HIRGINIA

Gloucester CoumEa
King and Queen County
Hampton_.

New Kent County

Newport Hews_.

York County

WUllamsburf James City
Norfolk Public .

Richmond Clty public_
Oinwiddie County .

Hopewel! City .

sle of Wight County. -
Portsmouth City = #
Floyd County No. 031 .
Lunenburg ounty .
Roanoke et
Charlottosw .
Clarke County
Harrisonburg City No. 113 ..
Fauquier County. ...
Alexandria City.

Prince Witliam County
Biand County.....  ._...
Carrolt County . ...
Craig County_.. . ... .
Gifes County_.._._ .
Wythe Counly
Fairfax Clte'o R
Adlington unty“ J
Fairfag County .. _.__.
City of Virgmia Beach__ ..

WASHINGTON

Darsington_ . ... _.......
Edmonds. e

Granite Falls_
Marysville___.
Mount Baker.
Nooksack Vall
Northshore
Sédro Woolley_ _
South Whidbey .. ___....

1974 75 ‘
YT TR T - : TooTT
. Total
Congres- '] estimated
- sional cost of
Distrect Oid law  Newlaw tiar 2 Dilterence  education
S
.
144 . 270, 743. 39 221,130 94 (’9, 612) 2,000, 000
229 490, 682. 38 409, 365 42 (80,818) 4,694, 840
N\
233 . . 175, 601. 27 135, 515. 85 (40, 085) 9,520,115
'
T34 . 8,571. 00 6,281.00 (2,290) 527,421
P2V AR 550, 041. 21 776,816 01  +4226,775 119,017,137
. .
1 418,258 94 286,217. 88 (132,0417 6,378,255
1 . 80, 958. 00 60, 044 00 20,914, 1,537,950
1 . 2, 465, 449.29 1,941,952, 74 23, 546) 25, 360, 93¢
1 94,432 26 75, 126. 84 (19,305 2,751,617
1 25,906. 18 20, 049. 38 5, 857) 508, 190
i 118,181.00 79,937.00 (38,244 1,459,746
1 74,961 27 46,192 58 (28, 768) 941, 425
! 29, 480. 26 19,454.90 . (10,025 2,903, 800
i 1,465,896.40 1,089,022 75 (376, 874) 13,6L1, 361
1 73, 343.36 578,718, 33 (194,625) 11, 254, 482-
2 806, 808. 00 650, 066. 00 (156, 742) 5, 271, 680
2 137,670.00 97,692.00 (39,978 3,092,753
2 59,639. 00 41, 800. 00 (17,833, 4,200,000
1 ) (&) ) ¢
'1 . 288,318.80 210,884.85  (77,434) 2,540,303
1 . 9,647.61 6,169.13 (3,478) 999, 000
1 2,073,153.84 1,728,215.56 (344,938) 26, 663, 562
1 20,534. 40 15, 048. 90 (5,485) . 1,154,660
1 . 1,393,839 36 1,602,748.90 208,910 27,673,609
1 L3 ,079.8g 1, 203 989. 00 (143,090) 7,864,578
1 110, 100. 8% 600. 11 (26,500) 4,413, 643
2 4,098,678.00  3,993,732.00  (104,946) 44, 761,641
3 331, 262.37 897,750.71  +566,488 43,413,283
LN 68, 148.62 45,029.57 (23,119) 4,218,000
4 117, 313.92 88,527. 14 (28.787) 4,303,742
4 23,906. 51 16,427.92 (7,479) 3,158,837
iy 1,101, 000. 00 4965,438.00  (135,562) 19,383,619
4 146. 00 9, 160. 00 ). 1,331,353,
5 12, 409. 92 8,4C8. 63 (4,001) "1, 800,796
6 81,237.12 80, 764.03- (473) 17,429,605
7 24,105. 60 26,535. 67 +2,490 6,873, 520
7 17,427.41 - 14,902.04 (2,725) 1,822,605
7 13,655.00 - 18,783.90 ° 45129 2,482,476
7 236,671. 34 © 194,091 57 (42.580) 5,197,707
- 1,232, 401. 00 733.238.00 (499, 163) 21,760,950 -
8 1, 966, 658. 67 1,408,467.24+ (558, l‘.il) 33,701, 480
.9 11, 606. 40 7,030. 40 (A 76) 780,M9
9 39,789.60 24, 540. 00 ; 3:633,272
9 12,164.75 8,452.50 544,874
9 39,818, 38 24,659.38 ; 3,029, 862
9 46, 782. 72 32,303. 59 3, 700,
10 333,797.60 166, 268. 00 ) 6,226,589
10 - 223368354 1,001 313 10° 51.232, ) 40,084,165
. 16,407, 709.50 8,992,400, 50. (2, 115)143,773, 671
. 107 4 698,617: 40 4,035,132, Sh (663;4857 31, 179. 144
N *

.2l 40, 598. 79 30,594.80  (10,004) 717, 664
.2 104, 204. 40 77,263. 1% (26,941) 27,410,674
.2 146, 307. 80 122, 454. 79 (23,853) 3,426,310

2 5,642.10 4,424. 20 (1,218) 629, 484
2 64, 900. 00 52: 323. 00 (12,577) 4,291, 809
2 19, 916. 46 18,579, 50 (1,337) 1,451,885
.2 568, 968. 33 568, 968. 33 o 982, 383
2 71,001. 60 54, 189.12 {16, 812) 11,877,799
2 17,138 38 13, 348. 15 (3.790) 3,076,331
2 10, 724. "0 . 8,363.02, . (2,361) 1,084 550

See tootnoteg at end of table,.”

HR- 348—75 8

RIC ~

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

N

~~

Administig-
tion 5
percent
reduction
on ICE

10¢. 000
234,742
1476, 006
126,371
15, 950, 857

1 318,913
' 76, 898
1, 268, 047

1137, 581
125,400

72,987

1 47,071

127,015

' 49,950
1,333,178
157,733

1, 383, 680
392,729

v 1 220, 882
2,238,082
12,170, 664

+ 35,883
11,370,533
1171, 315
131,474
1214, 590
172,594
49,119

1593’ 830,

1153, 816
154,228

‘
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— e —— ————~  Administra-
Total tion 5
« Congres- . estimated percent
R sional cost of reduction
State and school district District Old law  New law tier 2 Difference  education on TCE
WASHINGTON - Continued
Cape Flattery. .. . 3 149,241.85 46,772. 35 (2,470) 1,258, 645 62,932
Crescent. . .. 3 692. 51 3,682.09 1.010) 293,052 114,653
Eatonville. .. ... 3 29, 346. 38 23,454.03 5, 892) 1,113,900 155, 695
Eima. . . 3 316,974.00 316,974. 00 0 1,270,037 63,502
North Mason. . 3 67, 636. 00 43,031. 00 (24, 605) 1,227,702 1 61, 385
, ;ovt Angeles . . FEU g 5.’;, ;g% 54, ﬁ; :33 2(3:.’; 4,648,710 1232, 435
\ aier .. ... L L .. , 765. , , 223 122,461
Tahotah.... . ... . ... 3 .. 102; 844.29 101 637.19 §1.207) 413, 141 20, 657 -
Ephrata. . . [} . 32,831.72 24, 709. 50 (8,122) 1,839 828 191,991
Grand Coulee Dam.. . [ . 205, 762. 75 161, 494.15 (44, 269) 1, 416, 060 170, 803
Granger __ 4 . 64, 009. 31 59,849.19 (4,160) 1,039, 344 51, 967
Methow Valley. . a L. 34,339.15 26, 195. 61 'é&, 144)  704,6}9 135,231
Moses Lake . [ 272,229.77 212, 476. 35 (59,753) 4,853,199 1242, 659
Mount Adams .. [ T 216, 752. 06 232,075.46  +15,323  ],155.811 57,791
Prosser Consolidated. . ... AU T, 30, 977. 60 23,485, 87 (7,492) 1,571,795 178,590
uincy . ..ol A 15, 606. 55 14,047.59 (1,559) 1,699, 887 1 84, 99
ichlend_ . _...... ... ... ... 4 715, 558.00 525, 160.00 190, 398) 7,689,298 384, 465
sRoyuL e - : ....... 18,933 .1;(‘) 18, }gg g; “(g:‘u; ) 53333 1 40,%
unnys - , 1AL, ' ) y 1169, ~
) Loggc:ish.. [ : 143,7 28 1 g%g (13,(:;?) 2,7%37; 1139;154
ehluke ... ... ... . ... e e, . . ,919. ) , 35 14,
Wapato. . R PR 266, 680. 22 226, 244.97 + (435) 3,028, 347 /151, 417
White Saimon Valisy . 4 27,204.41 20,612. 28 (6,682) 1,148, 94 157, 447
X 3" oo e ae . yam ’}% "R 0%k
‘ Cheney Joint Coasolidated . . ... S . 274,414. 00 (15, 246) 3,140. 430 | 157,022
usick. ... ... .. ) 23,139. 02 21,657.32 , 482) 479,513 123,976
Kmlc Fells........ .'5: 18,120. 20 13,#;. g(l, (4,(678; . gg;'zsl nlzfg %%g
Mcdn:a Lake.. ......... ..... 5 ... 708,778.00 696, 258. 00 (12,520) 2,509,7 125, 486
Newport Consolldaud Joint. ... 5 k: ] 5, 752. 41 53.070; 1, 003 958 1 50, 447
B Pool MEE T G omw mm
(L . U , 7132, , ,
w:llga Walla ................. -’5! ........ 91, 875 g: ?2 5‘2 %g Zg. %-’7!3) 6, 249- ggg ‘IJg. !li%
ilbur. ... ..o . 856. X
] Bremerton 100-C_..... ... ... 6. ...... 829, 338,23 651, 351.95 2178 037) 7,606,877 . 380, 343
‘ Central® Kmap ............... 6...o.... 854, 464.54 751, 549.4] 102,915) 4, 453, 415 222, 671
Fite. . .- e e 6........ 14, 666.27. 10, £50. 27 %3, 816) 2, 240,789 1112, 039
‘, Peninsula........... e 6 : 75,994.10 57,896. 20 (18,098) 4,089, 1 204, 459
| South Kitsap....... .. 8 633, 461.81 467,612.05 (165, 850; 6, 028: 663 . 301,433
' Steilacoom . ._...... .. 6 94,C76. 41 77,018.10 17, 058 524,887 . 26,244
Franklin Pierce. 206, 570.28 177, 065. 03 , 505) 9, 168, 375 1 458,418
\ Lake Weshin Hj 999.70 94 247.45 (19 152) Zl 516 515 11,075, 826
| North Frenklin__._..._........ ot 17,139.57 14,503.84 (2,636) [ @
7 .
WEST VIRGINIA
Randotph County......_..... 2........ ” 97, 441.84 100, 348. 49 4-2.906 4,878 899 1243, 945
* Tucker County Board of €du- 2........ 32, 205. 80 24, 499.06 (7,706) * l 070, 325 153,516
. cation. . N b
WISCONSIN
Portage Public Sthool . ........ 2........ 19,448.50 . 6,979.09 (12,469) 2,702,710 1135,136
Junction Schoo! District No. 1-
- Cityof Sparta. .. ... .. .. . ... +, 94,375.00 74,029.73 (20, 346) 2, 185, 358 1109, 267
Tomah Iic chop} Consgli- - 4
dated School District J No. 1. 3_...___. 191,634.08, 142,522.82 l 187 616 49, 380
! Richland Pubtic Schools. ..... .. 3. . 6,547.23 4,758.37 . ? 623, 485 1181, 174
Norwatk-Ontario, Shetdon.._... 3.. .. 6, 062.50 4, 442.75 620 643 90( 132,195
Junction District No. 2.... 709.66 658.55 2.048, 435 1102, 424
Milw. Public Schoals ... . 185, 309.00 375,657.00 +190, 348 147.980,000 t 7, 399, 000
Junction School District No.’
1-Mauston____ . .6 15, 805. 49 10, 037.76 5, 767) 1,696,232 184,812
Washburn Public Schools 5, 757.59 6,068.03 +310 628, 048 131, 402
Ashiand....... 69, 529. 85 68,181.71 . (1,348) 2, 330,047 1116, 502
Crandon J:unl Dlstrm No i 80, 903. 30 66, 874.83 (14,029) 949,228 47, 461
Sluv[sy;'l' ................. o8 . 11,640.00 9, 705. 45 (1,935) l, 575 634 178,782
Joint Sthob} Dlslvicl No. 2 .... 29,219.03 ° 31, 497.00 +2,2718 0%, 983 195,249

See fcoinntes ot end of table,
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Administra-
. . N Total tion 5
Congres- . estimated percent
«10nal ~ cost of reduction
State and schoot district District Didiaw  Newlaw tier 2 Difference  education on TCE
WYOMING .
No. 14 Freemont County 157 . 366, 413. 43 363, 093.15 (3,320) 639,000 31,950
Laerrmlo County Schoot District 157 964, 677.94 852,312.65 (112,365) 8,888,729 444,436
0.1
No, 2 Fremont County . 187 19, 050.78 14,785.11 (4,266) 594, 000 129,700
No. 38 Fremont County .. 157 216,097.73 219,277.79 +3,181 575, 69T 28,785
No. 21 Fort Weshakie . 157 . 286, 249. 33 288, 388. 64 +2,139 589, liz 29,471
No. | Shenidan County . . . 157 . 13,745.77 10, 853. 29 52, 892 207, 942 t 40,397
No. 6 Uinta Countﬁv . 157 - 55,334.00 35,077. 45 (20,257 537, 221 26, 861
Lander Vaitey High School, 157 53,901.72 44,720.43 (9,181) 1,185, 445 159,272
Fremont County

No. 9 Fremont County 157 28, 562. 27 21,412.72 7,350 275, 000 13,750
No. & Fremont County 157 . 72,974.25 37,622.24 i 5, 452 819. 377 v 40, 968
No. 1 Hog Spnn&: County . 157 128,787.08 98,770. 72 30,017) 1,702,211 o 85,110
No. | Fremont County . 157 . 20,121. 44 14,888.03 5,233) 1,323,910 166,195
No. 2 Laramie County . . . 187 . 7,292.01 5, 344, 02 1,948) 1,302,982 1 65, 149
No. 9 Sublette County . 157 106, 923. 66 82, 005. 55 4,918 , 500 47,225
No. 1 Natona County. 157 137,244.98 104, 023.81 33,221) 12,989,816 V649, 491
No. 2 Carbpn County . . 157 . 205, 43 153, 200. 40 52,150) 2,434,450 121,723
No_ 1 Carbbn County 157 3, 049.00 62, 740. 66 20, 309) 2,886, 289 V14, 314
No. 1 Albanz County 157 55, 044, 72 42,039. 50 13,005) 4,644,181 1232,209
No. | Subiette County .. . . 157 19,161. 47 14,312, 20 (4,849 750,000 137,500
No. 1 Teton Count 157 71,269. 12 58, 683.09 212,588 1, 8247244 161,212
Ko. 2 Swestwater Eoumy o187 . 135, 961. 81 101,134.12 34,827) 2,061,300 v 103,065

No. 4 Uinta County . o157 23,507.47 17, 820. 41 §5, 750 $60, 923 128,
No. 2 Sheridan County . 187 69, 741. 32 53,127.25 (16,614) 3, 459, 475 V172,973
No. 1 Lincoln County 157 . 31,201.31 21,040. 81 (10, 151; 3,212,639 1 160,618
Sweetwater  Cqunty  Schoot 157 . -109, 508. 04 © 89,893. M (19,615) 4,744,976 1238, 748

District No. 1.

e g T

|
!
|
|
‘x
|
l

1 Indicates total program elimination under administration proposal
1 No information available 3
2 No qualifying student

Chairman.PrreiNs. I want to say that Congressman Ford is here .

and he will preside over these hearings.a little later. He has always
worked very Lnnl on the impact legislation.

Mr. Goodling is here. of course, representing the minority. He is o
{;reat friend of education. He served on the board of education a long,
ong time in Pennsylvania. ‘ )

Go ahead.

STATEMENT OF DR. H. DAVID FISH, SPECIAL PROJECTS
DIRECTOR, SAN DIEGO CITY SCHOOLS
Id

Dr. Fissi. Thank you, Mr, Chairman, T am glad to see a former
member of the schiool board: We work with sohool board members all
the time, of conrse,

I am David Fish. I am director of special projects for the San
Diego city schools and president-elect of the Impact Aid Organization.

I have prepared written testimony apd would like to request per-
mission to enter it for the record. J ) .

Chairman Prrkixs. Without obje ion your prepared statemnent
will bo inserted in the record. ,

Dr. Fisu. And also in response to a rather strong plea from the
Dounglas School District No. 3 at Ellsworth Air Force Base in South
Dakota, they have prepared a statement. I would like to request——

Chairman Prriins, Without objection that statement will be in-
serted in the record.

Dr. Fisu. Thank you, sir.

r
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[Statement referredbto follows : . ’
DotGras Scugor ustuier No. 3, Ereswortin A Fogr H.)m'. S Dak.

FOREWORD

Thix material is presented to the House of Representatives, Falueation g
Labar Committes, (o apprise them of the potentinlly dingerous sitetion 1t
exists for the Douglas Schood District #3. Ellsworth Alr "Force Base, South
Dakota. under the brovisions of Title 111, FEDERAL IMI'ACT ALD RO-
GRAMS, PUBLIC 1AW 03 350, - - .

The Houglas Board of Edncation has the respousibility of providing a viable
eduentional program for the students of this district. Consequently, there is o
urgent need to H?olve the finanecia) uRcertainties associated with the provisions
of PL, 93-350 which threaten the continued existence of that educational pro-
gram apd the District, . ~ . i ’

The Douglas School Distriet ix a heavy fmpact district wWith maore than Sov:
of the student poputation composed of dependents of miltary personnel NRSigned
to Ellsworth Air Foree Base, The following table provides a summa Iy of students=
by category'for the Dast three years, '

o ——— e L - —_— . U

TABLE I.—ENROLLMENTS, DOUGLAS SCHOOL DISTRICT‘NO. 3 BY MRAGE DAILY ATTENDANCE

Year 3A k]:] Subtotal  Non-Federal Turtion Total *

m . (2) 3) ) (5) (€) (7
19711972 . . 2,558 308 2,866 42 1 3,279
Parcent - N 78,02 9 49 87 47 12 57 o
19721973 . . 2,351 296 2,647 419 1 3,057
Percent 76.91 9.69 86.60 1371 .
1973-1974 . 2 205 241 2. 446 245 2 2.893
Percent . . 76,22 833 84.55 15.39

With this degree of in paction the Douglas School System $vllwx heawily on
ILLOST-S74 for 1t educat mal revenue,

The figures on the following page given a breakdown of thix support and a com-
parison of Douglas and State per pupil average dallx attendanee expenditnres,

Nince local and state Support is already at the maximum it ey ablished by
law, it ix apparent that Federal revenue firthe form of 1], RI-NTH 0% vital to the
wperation of this distriet, Provisions of the old lnw were designed to provide
level of support comparable to the nverige per pupit cost in the State, Ax reven el
in Figure I this hax not heen accomplished. A restricted educentiongl program for
all students of the distriet has resulted from the diminlshing level of federal tfind-
fng, .

Publie Law 43-380 witl proposed tier funding now brings a new threar into
focus. N .

Full funding of Tier Iand IT s ohviously needed by this district if jt is to op.
erate at all, Douglas School wonld loge 409 of fts total revenue without "Fiep J1
funding, But, even if these were funded, there remains another serions problen
involving funding of Section 2, section 23;5‘) (4) anad 3(¢). Funding under thewe
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N COMPARISON OF

"SIATE AND FEDERAL SUPPORT

RECEIPTS

Hietwd o

RECEIPTS

< State "
and 4
local” LI 4
. rd
" Federal Foderal -
Fical Year 1972 Fiscal Yea; 1973
FXPE: IDITURES EXPENDITURES
Per Pupll Average Duily Attendance Per Pupil Average Daily /\ttendar}ce
De.ijlas Schonl $838 53 Douglas School $851 16 Yy
State AVerage /99 51 State Average 858.05
RECEIPTS
*
Federal ' -
Fiscal Year 1974
FXPe2IDITURES
Per Pupil Average Daily Attendance .
Douglas School $853.85 R
A State Average 938 19 '
ta
-
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sectlons of the old law provided this district with g sjgnificant portion of the
total operating revenue. This ib shown in the following table und tigure.

TABLE 11, —-BREAKDOWN OF FEDERAL RECEIPTS BY CATEGORY
Year 3A 18 Section 2 4 3(eX4) 3(e)
1971-1972 $1.239 249 354 463 398 005 $270 959 3102 100
Percent 70 22 309 5 5 15 93 9 82
1872-1973 1,237,557 56 641 102 5% 434 3193 92 19
Percent 64,48 2.96 5 35 22 64 481
1973-1974 1, 144, 488 40,653 100 294 173.859 26,874
(Projected, percent) - 77.01 274 6 75 11.70 1.80
R . BREAKDCOWN OF FELERAL SUPPORT
- LY
' : CNALEGORY
' ey
1 .
Fiscal Year 1972 Fiscal Year 1973
L} ~
14
»
I
' v
Fiscal Year 1974 A
. / (Projected)
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It is evident that npproxlmntvly 25¢6 of the tothl federal receipts came from

those sectiond, and withowt that support, the district would have ceased to exist

., Now, we understand that under -the proposed tler funding Sectton 2 ix to be
funded at less than 1009, and there is apparently no reference made in | LR AR
380tbsectlon53(c)(4)undx(e). Ve

»
81U M MARIZATION

‘The Donglas Sehool District mnst have the assurance of full-funding under
Secpion 2, Section 3(c) (4) and 3(e). We respectfully mnd urgently request that
this Committee include, within the language of its appropriations recominenda-
tlon, provision for funding of these geetions. Moreover, we support the proposey
leggislation submitted by the Honorable CarlePerRins to delay lmplementatiof of
P.1.. $3-380 until accurate statisticaldata is’ made available. The delay will pro-
vide thjs and other Districts the opportunity to present the financial jmplieatons
of the amendments to P.L. 81-#74 and allow time for legislative revisions provid-
ing these essential federal fuads. - R

-

. ¥ .
. o Iz . . L
Dr. Fismn. 1 would like to restrict-my comments to a few points

Traditionally the impact aid groups have been very proud of their
ability to producé facts and figures, statistics, information. '

We have a great,deal of confidence nvour data. We think that over
the years impact aid has been notable for the sinall degree of error both

in the information we present and the effects of various Federal bills

and regulations. . , ,
1t has been a simple program and it has been, we believe, effective be-
cause of that reason. * .~ C ' . -

Today, unlike many witnesses, T must say that I am in a point of
_confusion and must say T do not know many facts which T belicve are
necessary for the successful operatign of this program in the next vear.
" As the chatrman stated, we have not scen the gnidelinés vet at the
local level for any of the areas of the program. We have participated in
a ‘very few limited discussions. There. were some regional meetings of.
the Office of Education. . B .

But we still-do not know and do not have confidence in what the im-
pact aid program wouldJook like under 93-380 next year. ’

We do pot know the numbers. We do not know the conditions of the
program. We have various concerns about the locations. And at this
time we are not even cofident of the number of school districts affdeted.

We'are very aware of the basic chapges in the law and the inclusion
of the lof-rent housing students. We support that inclusion, :

“The addition of tle low-rent housing students is consistent with the
basic philosophy of the law where the action of the Federal Govern-
ment has impacted upon & local community:. ,

We also support the inclusion, of pmvisions for the handicapped
children of military dependents. “This is clearly a sersice provided to
voungsters that is urgently needed and by having the st udents partic-
inating in programs we ‘think. that this does the children well and
this is our basic responsibility. -

We are also concérned about the area of the minor sections of the
law, section 2, section 4 and the other sections. Again we are laboring
under some confusion as to final guidelines. Final directions have not
come out. - - .

Douglas School District is a very good example. T think in their
testimony they hgve 80-percent impact and already the basic premise

o 4
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of impaet nid has bheen violated in the Jast 3 years as funding from, .
pret aid has declined iy Proportion to the ¢ost of edneation,

The district’'s cost of education lias Fong nctually from shght]y
above the national avernge to where thevare 21101'(' than 3100 now below
the national gy erage for thejp reailay Drogriams, No already they have
tiuken o lwzltin'«;il'\\'('nt.\'-li\'v percefit of thejp funding comes fromn, the
IO seetions of Iport aid, . ’ .

Therefore 'we ape confronted with the facr that here js a school dis-
trict servifig gy Air Foree hyse out in South Dakota, a low-expense
{'tlll.t':’lfi()llu] State. and zllr(‘mly they have been hurt by the loss of the

Fund<"over the Jaxt several years from mpact aid i comparison with
Uthe cost of education and now the niinor sections have been wlected.
We feel$hey have beei threatened with a further losg at this thue.

The final’¢ffects of this we do not, know in the confusion of the bill
itself.. ' .-

In copsideration of the problem that way eneountened and in direct
‘response to the request of the chairman of this committee we have
mailed to 4,600 npact ail seliool districts an eluborate qnestionnaire

whichover 2000 districts have responded to at thistine, .

“The information js included in oyr testimony, the recap sheets whiel
are laid out by State and congresstonal (st riet, It ncludes approxi-
ately 1400 of these reports, "

This infortuation wys forwardedqo the Office of Education to help
them in attempting t develop gy analysis, an estinmie, of what it
would cost to fitnd the complex new bill this year,

The data therefore we believe g copsistent with the data that they
‘will present Possibly interms of un, entry point.

- However we o Stress several major problems wit) iy,

One, it went to only the districts that are now or within the last
year have been iy the fmpzu't aid pragram. The inclusion of new school
districts through the additiop, of the public housing students was not
taken care of. .

Lt did not go to all the schooldistyicts of this count iy,

Againg we have not seen the sreport from the, Office of Edueation,
Thev have intheir estimates of need G8K.008 low-rent h(msin;{'stu(l(‘nts.

We understan that last vear,op possibly later the Library of Con.
TESS Was estimating thyt there were over 900,000 Jow-rent honsing
“students in this country, There iy g disrrp]mnvy of Approximately
220,000 between what is shown in the figures that are reported to you
by the Office of Edueation ang what had been previously estimgated
by the Library of ( ‘ongress. -

Vo we minst say that in dealing with the school districts, sinee the
schidol districts returned the data to s, they Kave to say, “Thege are
only extimates, These are only guesses when it comes to lmv-%t public
honsing students beeause they have never been funded before!

The districts have reported these, Bt fiy klv we did not believe
that the same honest searching ont of S(ll(](‘ll*.;‘ took place that w?)u]d,
take place in a situation in which they were fundwl.‘;\hm_v distriets in
major cities da yot report them as part of theip survey to the Office
of Education,’ v ot ‘ o

So we are very concerned about t]; 4 entry going on the data.

S N
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Wo also are concerned Bt reghlations governing the handicapped
program are not included. We are not opposing these sections, JVe must
say again’ we are supporting these sections. However; we believe that
incorporation“of these two nimjor new programs into the law for the
next tisend year is about as muéh orderly change as the program can
accomphish, - - )

We lbring your attention to the fact that the Office of Education’s

- staff, the SAFA stuff, whigh has a very Ligh reputation in the field

or has had a high reputation, has been diminished in numbers and

has not been replaced as retirants, illnessés and other factors have -

reduced the numbgr of people working there, - .

At gRe same time a major new progrant must be eranked up. So at
tho £éderal level they are not prepared. We see no preparatjon for

. meeting the challenge of the new laws,
My final statement iS: impact aid is part of our general revenies.

Under the conditions of the new law as you look # the tier structure
~ and look aggeur data you will see the overwhelming number of school

districts losing & vast amount of income at tier 2. - :

If the appropriation level does not reach tier 2 we are like a mun

-who is climbing to the top of a cliff. We can’tstop at a ledge. We cither

reach tier 2 and the ﬁmhing level or we drop back down to the foot-

1 hills. We drop back down to the bottom of the situation which would
" mean financial disaster. '

In our own case in San Diego this would mean a loss of several mil-
lien ‘doHars. This is part of our basic support of education and one
wa cannat afford? It is not a game to us.: We cannot afford a Russian
roulette with our basic educatienal programs.

iy

Thank yon very much.
Chairman Perkixs., Mr. Husk, do you want to present your festi-
mony at this time{ Or does Mr. Bobs'want to make a statement !
p Dr. Fisri. May we turn to Mr. Bobo at thistime?
o Chairman Periins: Go ahead.
[ Prepared statement of Thomas Bobo follows:]

2y -
PREPARED STATEMENT OF THOMAR A. BoBO, DIRECTOR OF SPECIAL SERVICES,
. MONTGOMERY PUBLIC SCHOOLS, MONTGOMERY, ALA.

+ Mr. Chairman and members of fhe committee, I come from a section of the
country that has a deep appreciation for Impact Aid and the-contribution that
ft has made to public education. We have been studying tlie New Law, I’ 1., 93-
380, as it relates to Impact Aid, and working among ourselves within the Impuet

- Aid organization to determine its cffect, I have talked with a representative group
of superintendents as late as Thursday, April 3, 1975, It is their unanimoux ngree-
ment that a delay until October 1, 1976, for the implementation of vartous amend-
ments to thie Impact Aid program, adopted hy Congress last sutnger as a part of
Publle Law, D3-3%0. would be most beneficial. T have conferred with the follow-
ing superintenderits: Dr. V. M. Bufkett, Huntsville' City Schools, Hutxville,
Alabama: Dg Bsron B. Nelson, Jr., Decatur City Schools, Decatur, Alabama;
Mr. Joseph Plckard. Selma City Schouls, Selma. Alabama ;and Dr. W. 8, Garrett,
Montgomery Puhlic Schools, City and County, Montgomery, Alabama.

There is much confusion cencerning this law, its payment procedures, etigibility
and hold harmless provision. This comes at a time when local hoards of education
are planning for the 1975-76 school year. Teachers are now being retained or
dismissed for the nex school year. P.I.. 874 supports additional teacher unitxs
for many achool systafs in our state. The Montgomery systein alone has 68 addi-
tional teacher units that are supported in part or totally by P.L. 874. Most of the

* aystems in our section of the country are in a gimilar sitnation.

’ . s .
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There is a situation in our state which involves children who attehd school in
the Phenix City School System, Phenix City, Alabama while their parehts are
Worhing or serving at Fort Renning across the State line in Georgia, It is my
understanding that the Fort Benning Base les partially within the State of
Alabama, Russell County, Alabama, where the P'henix City School Nystem ls

-~ located, However, the Phenix City School System is separate from the Russell
County School System. It is the wish of the people of this area that these ehil-
dren be eligible for I’ I, 874 funds: however, their parents do work across the
State line. The Chattahvochee River is the dividing-line bettveen Alabama and
Geogaia in this section of the state and there Is a porfion of ihe Fort Benning
mili¥Ary complex which lies aéross the Chattahoochee River from Georgla in the
»tate of Alabama. .

I point this out to state that there is confusion in the interpretation of the law.
It would be most beneficial to the Phenix City School Sygstem If a major portion
of the new law could be postpoued and that a clear delluition as to _eiigihilit_\‘
Le rendered in consultation with the local school officials. ’

We are very interested in the public housing portion of the I.I.. 93-380. ITow- -

ever, there are uncertainties @s to how the children would be counted in some
casey. whether-A or B. We do have some parents who live in Federal Housing
and work on Federal property. The portion of the law wlich states that " (3)
‘The amount of the payment to any local:educational ageney which is determined
with respeet to such agenclies under paragrdph (1) shall be used for special pro-
gryms and projects designed to meet the special educationil needs of edueation-
nlly depriwec ren from low income families,” makes the local educailonal
sy&tem knowf: these funds agpe limited as to nse. We do not know the inter-
pretation tha#agil] be made of this¥ortion of the law.’ ~

I point out the above uncertainties to state that it is the unanimous opinion
of the péople with whom I have consulted that changes in I2.1. 874 be postponed
for one year with the-exception of public housing an'd additional paymente for
handicappey] "children of military parents. I believe thay working coopsratively
with the Department of Health, Education and Welfare, these two new portions,
public housing and payment {uf handicapped children, could be implemented for
the 1975-78 school year. I believe there are many publicly housed children who
may net have bheen counted in the last estimate. The figures in our local system
alone indicate that we have over 3,000 publicly housed children out of a student
population of 36.000. - . N

The method of funding as to Tier I, I, and IIT is confusing. If the Montgomery
Public School System is funded only through "Tier I, it would mean a loss of
revenue of approXimately $400,000.00. 'If we are funded through II, the lnd
would he approxhnately $20,000.00. This is according to our calculaitions using

- the 1974-75 amount of 874 funds as a base. I bhelieve that most local education
systems would welcome the opportunity to wofk cooperatively with the Depart-
_Jnent of Iealth, Education and Welfare to know the true ar effect of the new

law, . . .

Mr. Chairman, T thank you'and the members of this committee for your inter-
est and undefstanding of the educational needs of this nation. I appreciate the
obportunity of presenting these views to you.

STATEMENT OF THOMAS BOBO, DIRECTOR OF FEDERAL
PROGRAMS, MONTGOMERY, ALA.,, PUBLIC- SCHOOLS -

< Mr. Boro. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, I have prepared a> written

statement. . )
I would like to go over some of the highlights of this. statement
orally. if I may. . .

Chairman Prerixs. Go ahead, without objection yoyr statement will
be inserted in the record.

Mr. Boso. I come from a section of the countrv that has a deep ap-
preciatior, for impact aid and the contribution that it has made to pub-
lic education. . .

We have been stodying the new law, Public Law 93-380, as it relates
to impact aid and working among ourselves within the impact aid or-
ganization to'determine its effect. -
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1 have talked with a group of superintendents representative of our

.area. It4s their unanimous opinion that this new bill should be delayed
until next year.

There is nuch confusion concerning this law, its payment proce-

“dures, eligibility and hold-Rarmiess provision. This comes at a time

when local boards of education are planning for the 1975-76 school
year. Teachers are now being retained or dismissed for the next school
‘ear. '

Public Law 874 supports additional teacher units for many school
systems in our State. The Montgomery system alone has 68 additional
teacher units that are supported in part or totally by Public Law 874.
Most of, the systems in our section of the country are in a similar
situation. . )

There is a situation in our State which involves children who attend
school in the Phenix City ﬂool system, Phenix City, Ala., while their
parents are working or serv g at Fort Benning across the State line in
Georgia. . )

It i1s my understanding that the Fort Benning base lies partially-
withinthe State of Alabamna, Russell County, Ala., where the Phenix
City school system is located. ,

Fowever, the Phenix Uity school system is separate from the Russell
County school system. .

It is the wish of the people of thisarea that these children be eligible
for Public Law 874 funds. However, their parents do work across the
State line. The Chattachoochee River is the dividing line- between
‘\labama and Georgia in this section of the State and there is a portion
of the Fort Benning military com lex which lies across the Chatta-
Loochee River from Georgia in the gtate of Alabama.

I point this out to state that there is confusion in the inter retation
of the law. It would be most beneficial to the Phenix City sc&ool sys-

_terh if & major portion of the new law could be postponed and that a

clear definition as to eligibility be rendered 1n consultnt')on with the
local school officials. W -

We are very interested in the public housing portion of the Public
Law 93-380. However, there are uncertainties as to how the children
would be counted in some cases, whether A or B. . :

We do have some parents who live in Federal housing and work on
Federal property. The portion of the Jaw which states that : “(3) The
amount of the payment to any local educational agency which is de-
termined with respect to such agencies under paragraph (1) shall be

© used for special pro%rams aid piojocts desngned to meei the special

educational needs of educationally deprive children from low-in-
come families,” makes the local educational-system know that these
funids are limited as to use. T '

We do not know the interpretation fhat will be made of this portion
of the law. - ' oo

1 point out the above uncertainties to state that it is the urianimous
opinion of the people with whom I have consulted that changes in
Public Law 874 be postponed for 1 year with the exception of public
housing and additional payments for handicapped children of military
parents. : : '

"1 believe that working cooperatively with the Department of Health,

Education, and Welfare these two new portions, public housing and

/
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{ .
payment for hun(li(-up‘:h children, could be implemented for the 1975 -
76 school year, .

I believe there are many publicly housed children whe may not have
been counted in the Jast estimate. The figires in onr loeal system alone
indieate that we have over 3,000 publicly honsed eifildrin o of o
student population of 36000,

The method of funding as to tier I, 11 and 111 i« confusing. If ]y
Montgomery public school system is funded only through. tier 1 jt
would mean a loss of revenue of approximately $£00000,

If we are funded throngh tier IT the loss would be approximately
820,000, This is according to onr caleulations using the 1974-75 amount
of Publie Law 87+ funds as a hase,

[ believe that most local education systems wonld weleome the op-
portunity to work cooperatively with the Department of Health, Idu-
cation, and Welfare to know the true dollar effect of the new Jaw.,

Mr. Chairman, T thank You and the members of this committee for
your interest and understanding of the educationa- needs of this
Nation,

appreciate the opportunity of presenting these views to you.

hank you. .

“hairman. Perkins. Lot me propound a question to hoth of vol
gentlemen. Inasmuch as the time is g0 short and the administration has
taken some action since they were in here in February and no one knows
how much any impacted school district will Jose under the amend-
ments above, I take it that hoth of you are suggesting that we postpone
for 1 year the effective date of these amendment ; am I correct ¢

Dr. Fisu. Yes. . -

Mr. Bogo. Yes,

Chairman Prrerys. Am T correct in stating that no studies have heer
made to disclose the actual effects on the impacted school districts in
the country?

Dr. Frsir. At the Federal level we have submitted data which we as
an organization cireulated to them. As a total sutdy which covers all
S(rhoordistri(‘ts it is not complete. Tt is not comprehensive,

Chairman Prrkixs. Not complete,

Dr. Fisar. It is an estimate. We have received to this point as we
reported in our testimony approximately 1,400 school digtriets,

Chairman Perkixs. From the data that vou have reviewed thie far
does it turn out that all of these Impacted districts are affected to the
extent that they are cut back ? :

Dr. Fisn, Apparently, to reach a generalization, the overwhelming
number of school districts, if they were funded to the leve] of tier 11,
would be adversely affected.

This was a complex law. This data was put ont by Busy people. has-
Ing it on estimates an ronah estimates. They know traditionally in
their .\ and B count the public housing is a questionable one and they
are not sure what they can nse that maoney for. We are talking abont
both categorical and generalaid and a mix.

So T would have to say to the best of my knowledge at this time that
the tier IT level of funding. the great majority of impact aid school
districts would be adversely aflected,

Chairman Pererva. Mr. Ford?

Mr. Forp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

0. 125 N -
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I ain very happy that the chuirman has taken the lead in introducing
this legislation, 1'was huppy to join him in cosponsoring it. .
In the period we had earlier in this session when the Commissioner
of Education and his staff appeared ii became very apparent to those
of us on the committee—although the Commissioner himself was very

tunch concerged—that his people had not spent very much time trying

to anticipate the coming of the time when what was formerly the
simplest distribution formygla that we had in any education bill was to

. become the mostcomplex.

He convinced me when he presented me with a four-page plastic
overlay that I studied all morning long. Even witha background n pre-
engincering I had great difficulty trying to understand. All T under-
stood was'that if we should send this into motion now we would have
school supérintendents storming this place.

As a result of that hearing the Commissioner acknowledged that he
was not ready and his Departinent was not ready to proceed.

“While chairing the henring I suggested to the Commissioner that
perhaps he could assign his people to work with the impact aid organi-

. zation. I understand that happened, that you are one of the people who

participated.

Dr. Fsin Yes, sir.

Mr. me.‘\\'as that a joint cffort that arose out of the understand-
ing with the Commissioner and his people, following his instructions, -
and the people in the impact aid organization ?

The figures you presented this morning.showing-the distributions
were developed ¢ C

Dr. Frein Yes, sir. they were. -

Mr. Forp. So it actually had the Office of Education developing the
criteria by which you made the Ineasurement interpreting the formula
and vou were using the impact aid orgahization solély for the fhirpase
of gathering for the Office of Education the information that they
agreed would give them the basis to make this determination.

Dr. Fisi. Yes; that is correct. N

Mr. Forn. I think that is a fine example of cooperation between the
local-school superintendents and the Office of Education. It leaves a
areat deal to be desired in terms of adininistering a program nation-
wide, .

T assume these figures would be tempered by the degree of anxiety
and mnount of time that local superintendents had available to-do
this job. ,

Dr. Fisit. A very large number of reports-thfat came-back to us, in
reviewing them against the data which the Office of Education sup-
plied in terms of contribution rates that applied. data like that we had

to correct. We had to reinterpret the figures. Where they were dealing

with two categories we are now dealing with 12.

Mr. Forp. Dr. Fish, as a matter of fact, with the rather intricate
additional factors. the changes that were made in the formula which
constituted adding additional factors, many school districts wou(_id
have to guess; wouldn’t they? .

Aren’t we now nsking you to determine for eligibility at the local
level and ultimately then at the national level factors for the distribu-
tion of funds that were not formerly taken into account?

C 126
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D Fisir. Yes; that is correct. Even in a district such as ours, on the
handicapped, for example.

Mr. Forn. Am I correct that at this peint no one. the Office of Edu-
cation or a combination of any local units, has sufficient information:
in their computers sp that we can ask the compiter to give us a com-
plete and accurate printont of what the impact of the formula woull
be at any particularlevei of fnding ¢ :

Dr. Frsiy Not, with any degree o ¢ veliability. That is my concern.

Mr Fom?. There is a good deal of » interinl that wonld have to be
gathered and compiled at the loer] Vovel and ultimately collected and

- collated at. the national level. Tsn't that correct ?

Dr. Kisit. Even with the existing impnet aid districts there are such
things as the determination of the guidelines that would tell\_\'ou
where students fit in various categories.

Mr. Bobo was concerned abont the Fort Benning complex. That isa
verv good example of that. .

Mr. Forp. Let us stop right there. C'ustomarily, to comply with the
existing act. do you do an annual actual schoql census hy having the
students brimg back a sheet of paper and have the parents answer
speeific questions that gave you what von needed to know to determine
criteria }or the eligibility, whether the child was an A ¢hild or'a 3
child, an A-out,a B-out and soon?

Never in the past were vou concerned with State lines in terms of
recidence of the child. This law since its inception has always dis-
tributed money on the basis of where the child attends school, The
residence of the child, if it were of the military base. has not heen a
relevant factor, hasit?

Dr. Fisii, No.sir. it has nots .

Mr. Forn. If that child were living on a military base, he became
relevant only because,of his military basewitlont regard to what State
he was in becanse he then became an’'A child.

Dr. Fisit. Right.

My, Forn. And whoever was the child of the parent living on a
mifitary base. it didn’t matter what State the child’s parents hived in,
if he was attending school in Nebraska and his parents were living
across the river in Iowa. the Nebraska school district where he was
getting his edueation ot the money.

Isn’t that correct ?

<Dr. Figu. That is corvect. :

Mr. Foro. That is not the way the formnula would work now.

Dr. Fran. No.

M. Foro. It should be observed that the Perkins bill which maiiy of
us are supporting does not delav all of the formula-changes. It does 1ot
interfere with the payment of the monev that school districts, wounld
Teceive as a result.of an increasc in conzideration of the publie housing
for example. ' '

It also makes provisions to go ahead with the plan to give the 114
count. to the handicapped child of military parents. Tt tries to delay
only those parts of the formula that we have trouble with. '

We would assume that during the period of delay the Office of Edu-
cation will be able to fizure ont exgetly what liappened and then this
committee would have an opportunity to decide on that basis whether

-
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the formula should be changed or whether we should allow it to go
aliead and become operative. , '

T might say for the record as one of the conferces when this whole

+ package was worked out around 2 in the morning. I don’t think any-
" Dbody on that conference, committee. had anvthing except a notion
about what any one part or the total of these changes would do.

The reason for (loHn_ving the impact of that provision in the law
1 vear bevond the other provisions in the act—or technically 1 year
hocanse the act hasn't been in effect for a year—was that we didn't
know with any degree of precision what would happen and we wanted
to have time for the Office of Education to figure out what wounld hap-
sen when this went into effect and then be able to act responsibly with
!(‘gislulion if it appeared negessary, if in fact we were woing to butk-

,  rupt some school districts. It was everyone'’s agreement in that con-
ference that that was not their intent.

It was never the intention of anybody connected with this formula
to hdve it go into effect until we had adequate assnrance that we knew
the consequences of. ench change in the formula and that we would
agree ta delay its going into effect until we could mitigate the defects

or eliminate the defeets. .

Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Perxixs. 1 want to ngree with everything the distin-
guished gentleman has stated. _

| have a few letters regarding the bill which T would like to insert
in the record at this point, if there is no objection.\

[Information referred to follows:]

COMMONWEALTH oF PENNSYLVANTN,
I)EPARTMENT oF EDUCATION,
Harrisburg, Pa., April 7, 1975,
Hon. CARL D). PERKINS,

Chairman, Committee of Educalion and Labor. : N'g
Rayburn Howuse Office Bwlding. [
Washington, D.C. .

DiAR CoNeRESSMAN PERKINAR: This letter is written regarding ILR. 5181, I
have serious reservaiions regarding the advisability of placing a £63.,000.000
limit on the ammonnt of funds which enn be administered under (h) Section H(c¢)
of the Act of September 30, 1950, N

By our ealenlations l‘(-xum,\'lvnnin wonld be entitled tal mintmum of $12.800.000
in impact ald for students’ who “reside on, or resided with n parent employed on,

+ property which i< part of a low rent housing profect.”” For the £G:3.000.000 figure
to provide full funding. Pennsylvania would have to ¢ iroll 20.37% of all public
housing students in the entire United States. It does npt do so.. The $63.000.000
figure Is unrealistically 1ow, The impnet of the imbalande that wonld result upon
Pennsylvania and other statex would be severe.

There is yet another ixsne which must be considered, When the public honsing
students have been dealt with separately in the past, funds haye not been torth-
coming. Though eligible for funding since 1970, in actuality ng’ payments have
been made beranse of a Inck of approprintions stemming from the separate
manner in which the public honsing students were classified. By dealing with
them separately from other elass b students, the measure would be moving in «n
direction the 1974 Amendmeuts songht to.correct, The Sena report on the 1974
Amendments correctly summarized that “this prm—isinn'[in@rming pnblic hous-
ing students with ¢lass b students] of the comnittee bill {4 intended to assure
that school districts impacted hy these children [public hou&ng] are treated on

*  gn equal basis with those enrolling other federdlly cenneetell children.”
The appropriativn history of hinpact aid to publi¢ fousing students indirates
— ihe negative results that occur when the public housing studénts are dealt with
separately from other class b students. With no assurances,for funding past
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1976, altering public housIng students’ equal status with other class b students |
would have the same net effect as eliminating them from impact aid altogether.

When Introduced on March 19. you indicated that you were forced to intrpduce
the legislation to avoid the budgetary confusion that local educational agenciey
would be faced with stemming from the HEW studies which you feel will not be
forthcoming until May 1. Yet the data is now starting to appear and will be avail-
able sobn, Besides, impact aid payments usually are calculated later in the
fiscal year so the late nature of the HEW studies will not increase confusion. |
heartily agree with your intent, but for reasons outlined above, I believe the
effect of H.R. 5181 would be to add to the confusion, not help to eliminate it.
Sincerely,

.

Jou~ C. PITTEXGER.

MoxTGoMERY CoUuNTY PUBLIC S8CHOOLS,
- - Rockville, Md., April 1, 1975.
Hon., CaAkL D), PERKINS, }
(‘hairman. House Kducation and Labor Committee, Rayburn Ofice Building,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE PrRKINS : Thank you for the time and interest you have
demonstrated in the Impact Aid Program (P.L. 874) by introducing H.R. 5181.
Becruse we belfeve an analysis of the fiscal impact from implementation of the
Educatjon Amendments of 1974, P. L. 93-880, Is absolutely essential and of much
publie interest, your introduction of this bill is appreciated.

Over the years since I first met with you to discuss federal aid to education.
T have been Impressed with your leadership in aggressively supporting attempts
to maintain a fafr level of federal fimancial aid to local school districts. It is
clearly apparent from the remarks you made in introducing this bill on March
19 that you and other members of the Congress have a much keener insight
into the fiscal crisis faced by local school systems than either staff in U.8.0.E
or the administration.

We will acquaint our congressional representatives with the importance of your

,bill. Again. our thanks te you for this positive indication of your willingness to
work towdrd the support of the Impact Aid Program.
Sincerely yours,

Houer O, ELSEROAD,
» o Superintendent of Schools.

CLEVELAND PUBLIC SCHOOLS,

] Cleveland, Ohio, March 2}, 1975,

Hon. CAnL D. PERKINS, .
Houaxe of Representatives, Rayburn House O ffice Building,
Washington, D.C.

DeAR CoNGRESSMAN PERRINS: The March 20th issue of “Education Daily”
reports that you are proposing a separate $63 million appropriation to fund
the public housing category of the impact law.

You are to be applauded for your untiring efforts to help poor urban youth,

. If legislation is enacted to carry out your proposal. it will certanly help offset
the $3 million loss of Title I funds which Cleveland is losing due to the new
Title I formula. 3

We are grateful tg you for your continued leadcrship lu educaiion.

Best personal regards. B :

Very truly youlg.
PauL W, Briaas.
Superintendent,

* Chairman Prriivs. JThe Chair now recognizes the gentleman from
Pennseylvania, Mr. Gooflling.

Mr. Fero. Mr. Goodling ?

Mr. GGoopriNe. Congressman Ford, we are speaking about something
I'have learned about rather quickly since T have come to Congress, You
mentioned the late hours and then not too many people knowing what
was in the bill.

ERIC
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We just passed a $25 billion—I am not sure whether it {vas called
“tax rebate” qg “tax something”—bill and 15 minutes before we ap-
proved it 194 people voted to recomimit it to committee. This indicates
to me that either they did not understand it or they.had reservations
about it or semething 15 minutes later it avas different. :

Mr. Foro. Mr. Goodling, 1 might just mention that what happened
on this bill, this is part of H.R. 69, one night the conferees had/started

. at 9 the previous day and conferred on the bill throughout tlie night
until 4 the following morning. There were some little issues liMe busing
and some others that stirred up something more than common passion.

So by the time we got to this level we were hardly even talking to
each other, let alone hearing what other people were saying.

Mr. GooprLiNg. T am sure that we have problems with this particular
program. Times have changed since it originally began. One of the
biggest Eroblems of course hnppens to be this particular area right
around here with the highest income per capita located all around
Washington, D.C. ’

. They have very fine homes, a very good tax base on those homes,
et cotera, et cetera. )

They recover an awful lot of money from this program. There are

. many people throughout the countrf' that feel this is totally wrong.

One of the other problems I have learned down here rather quickly
i3 that we like to keep things as they are and then just add to the top.

1 au finding that the older you get the more inclined you are to be
opposed to change, I suppose, more suspect and more suspicious.

One of the prob‘ems of course has ;YSO been that the public housing
entitlemnt has always been at the very bottom. The Ippropriations
('ommittee has never gone through and offered.any money in that
area. ‘

So most people will stand to lgse with the present bill. I have figures
to indicate that there are Il States for instance—including Congress-
man Ford’s own State and Congressman Goodling’s State and Con-
gressman Zeferetti’s State and so on—that are going to gain consider-
ably when you think in terms of the public housing entitlement. They
are also big States that have a lot of Congressmen too. 1 might
mention.

I just call this to your attgntion to show you that there are several
sideg, of course, to thg coin.

My question I think would be, do we really need to change the law?
Or should we insist that the current law is carried out to the letter
and clear up the fear of the unknown ¢

From both of your testimonies it aﬂ)eared to me that the fear of the
unknown was ons of the biggest problems that you were having with
tl.e present bill.

Dr. Fisu. Yes. I think I have to speak in terms of the stability
of school distiicts. We talk about Montgomery County, Md. The
gentleman behind me is from Montgomery County, Ala. There is
Phenix City. Ga. I don’t believe Portsmouth. N.H., is a rich com-
munity. I know Phenix City, Ga.. s not.

But I know that Portsmouth loses from a $1,600,000 level under the

. old law to a $1,185,000 level. It is a loss of $500,000.
58-348—75——90 T

"

130




126

We have heard again and again of this immediate area. But this
country only has one national capita). This change in the law is gart-
ing to smoke out these problems.

?“rankly, impact ai({) has been in existence for 20 years. It has be-
come an mntegral part of school system finnnce. Yes; there probably
are needs for reform in the law. There are problems, We are not dis-
puting that here.

But we simply don’t want to destroy the whole school districts and
in the case of these two that I mentioned probably not wealthy school
districts because of the overwhelming influence and the din of the
propaganda about Montgomery County. .

ontgomerv (County hae appeared in ulmost every piece of adminis-
tration testimony along the way.

Also wo see tKat in many school districts the impact aid is a rela-
tively small amount of money. You have worked with school finances.
You know that most of us aren’t operating with a great deal of flexi-
bility in aur programs. Every time we take a budget cut we lay some-
‘body off. It is in personnel. It is the only place we have left to go.

W actually have 4 situation in San Diego this year and incidentolly
nunder tier 2 we ‘'wontld Jose $850,000.

DiI can't see reforming the impact aid law and then wiping out San
ego.

Mr. GooorLing. But how about the gain with your public housing®

Dr. Fisu. We now have 612 children in public housing in 8an Diego.
That 'is in comparison to 26,000 that are traditionglly federally or.

_militariily connected. - - . :

Mr. Gooprrxza. How about the State of California?-

What is the total ' :

Dr. Fisu. I am sorry, sir. I am not sure—there are some communities
where it represents a gain. Frankly, in the West generally public hous-
ing i8 not that major a situation. There are particular citics that have
some' Public housing. Public housing is concentrated in the East and
in the-South. : . o

That is one more comment that I would make. This is not a tradeof?
in regard to the impact aid for public housing. It is a tradeoff against
elimination of part C of title I, the rural and urban factor. -

The eastern big cities, particularly New York City. lost in the new
formula. Philadelphia lost and so on. A move’was made to put the
public housing into -the’im{mct aid program. It was put into a cdte-
gory so it would serve the low-inenms 5111\111311. e ;

One of our ccnceiiis about the public housing moneéy is how it can
be spent.. For exatnple in San Diego if the guidelines were to come
out and say, “you must serve that particular-child {n the public hous-
ing project,} we would have an impossible situation because we would
have them scattered in small projects.

_ Mr. GoopLing. But your guidelines don’t say that at the present
time. ] .

Dr. Fism. There are no guidelines.

Mr. GoopLing. Ygur guidelines in the past. S

Dr. Frsu. Impac#¥aid in the past has been a general aid pregram,

Mr. Gooprine. So I would assume that would not change.

Dr. Fisu. No. '

Mr. GooprLing. There may not be any guidelines,
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Dr. Fisu. 1f uu sny, “Well, yon lose the traditional Pulglic Law 874
Junding and you gain public housing funding,” the local school adniin-
istrator is drepping back becunse he is getting designated categorical
funds. It is the understanding of the Compensatory Education Oftice,,
the title 1 office, that 1f a State has a sitnation us I understand it in
which they ure going to say,you must submit a project kind of plan,

ousee! -

Mr. Foro. Will the gentieman yield tome? o

There is a two-way change here in public housing. Pablic housing
has been in, has been counted. But the Appropriations Committee has
never given the appropriation.

So to make sure that there was an appropriation, public housing
was put in a different way into the formula. But at the same time the

- money that they ¥ity, receives by fPubhc housing doesn’t go into the
* sumne pot as tho mondg it receives from the rest of the formula.

As of todgy weglo have the proposed guidelines. I am sure therefore
you will agfee thegrare extremely vague about trying to interpret
what the conferees Mfant when they said it had to be used fov educa-
tionally deprived chddlren because we didn’t go the next step and say
it could be used like title I funds were used, for example. -

.. So the Office of Edigation is not sure at this point what you would
have to do to comply with that requirement, that yon segregate those
funds and use them only for low-income children. ,

Also we don't know what that does to the comparability provision
of the city when they throw it into the pot becaunse it docs throw out
pf balance the comparability they have to establish to shew that they
are properly using title I in the target schools. Theoretically it throws
the impact money on top of the title I money that is already being
spent in a target school, if yon assume that a school near a public
housing development'is properly a target school, -

¢ . The question isy once yon throw that on top, what have you done
to the comparability that von have to show by the way in which you
balance out the spending through all the target schools?

Mr. GoopLiNe. We as the Congress could say that the money conld
be used the same as the impact aid money has anlways been used. Could
we not!

Mr. Forn. Yes, we could, But that wonld take a change, This bill
won't do that, This bill, as a matter of fact, is not to delay the \);ll)]'ic
housing provision from go{:}g into effect. :

I might mention yon pomted out that Michizan would gan under
the impact aid.

Mr. Goopring. Excuse me. Are youn saying that under the present

+ law or the Perkinsg amendment ¢

Mr. Fowp. The Perkins bill does not delay for 1 year the public
housing portion.

Mr. Gooprina, But it really does, doesn’t it 7 Because doesn't it still
go to the Appropriations (Conminittee who will say that they are not
%oing to parcel the money out for public housing students as they

mve done in the'past £ In fact I think they have already made that
statement, : )

Mr. Foero, HLR. 69 18 now_law. Unless we do something to change
specific portions of the law it will stay there, The only thing we do
with regard to publie housing is to take off the top of the hmpact money
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263 million for public housing, So they wonld be fruaranteed their
money. The other provisions nbout paying out public howsing money
would not be delayed.

Mr. Goontina, What T am saying is. that wasn't the impression [

was getting from e Approprintions Commitree, | understand they

are still groing to eliminate the whole idea of aid. i

Dro Frsne 16 1 could comment on that, sir, it ig my impression as [
nnderstand it by hearsay and not by sceing anyone that \\‘Lat has come
out in the subcommittee and full Committee oy Appropriations was
done as though the new lnw didn't exist at all,

It was as 1f they had pulled last year's wording off the shelf and
simply applied some new numbers toit and put it in. °

Frankly. I don't know how to say it. But the wording doesn't appear
relevant to the law of this amendment to 93-380, the public housing
mnmulluwnt. We don't belicve that what is proposed there can be done,
frankly.

Mr. Goovraxa. Just one further comment just to show you the dif-
ferent impressions and pressures we get. I have in front of me a lotter
that was sent to my chairman from John (. Pittinger, who happens
to be the State of Pennsylvania's secretary of education. Of course, he
I8 very upset with my chairman’s L)ropdsul. He is trying to point out
what that would do to the State of Pennsylvania,

So I just want to point out that it all depends on which side of the
fence you are, which side of the coin you happen to be on. But he is
very much opposed to the program and lists reasons which I suppose
are factual. } Lavon't had an opportunity to resenreh them.

Dr. Fisu. You also may not Ee aware that the public housin money
has no ‘provisions for administration at the State level of this pro-
gram and it puts the responsibilities on him. I am sure you will hear
about that, : :

Mr. GoovLine. Thave no further uestions.

Mr. Forb. On that subject of pu{)lic housing I wonld like to point
out that it is passible under the rules.of the House that if the Appro-
priations W)’fﬁﬁ?ittve were to legisiate out an appropriations bill to
change the lauguage of I1.R. 69, which is 93-350, then they would have
to go to the Rules Committee and get a rnle waiving points of order
against that language.

If they couldn't get it from the Rules Committee, then I am sure
they wouldn't get. the Speaker's-blessing to do it if it were subjeet 'to
a point of order on the floor., ?

I am sure the point of order would be made that it wonld take a
legislative change to prevent the $63 million in public housing from
coming off the top of whatever is appropriated for impact aid.

[think it hag been very carcfully structured to get around the refusal
of the Appropriations Committee in ‘the past to give the cities the
public housing money. .

Mr. Goobuixa, May T jnst quote one pertion here? Perhaps vou
can conunent on it. From Secretary Pittinger, “For the $63 miliion
fizure to provide full - funding I’enns_vl\'z'miu would have to enroll
20.3 pereent of all public howsing students in the entire United States.
It does not do so. The $63 million figure is unrealisticallv low. The
imbalance that would result in Pennsylvania and other States would

be seyvere.” .
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Mr. Forp. I am afraid that that indicates a comnion misconcep-
tion about what th® jmpact formula has always done with regard to
public housing. It doesn’t just have to be public housing. It has to be
public housing that is in('gudvd in a school district where a percent-
age of people who qualify for impact aid exceeds the 3 percent of the
total population figure, '

As a matter of_fuct I can show Mg Pittinger the figures. Pitts-
burgh is onc of the cities that got clobbered. The only city that ap-
peared to make ont on this thing after we did it the last time was

. New York City. -

Subsequently New York has discevered that they picked up $71%
million and it dost them $231% million in title I funds to do 1t.
Detroit picked up $259.000 aud it loses $13 milliou of title I funds

‘because of what we did to the-title T formitla. That was a tradeofl

that toole place when we made a check of the large.cities.

We found that becaunse of the relatively low percentage of students,
regardless of the size in veal numbers that occur in cities, the public
housing figure had always been very much overrated as a factor for
payment. : ’ - '

States have been using public housing figures to add to their pop-

“ulation for qualifying. But most of the cities that do qualify are

right at the 3-percent. level. .

It was my amendment back in 1966, I'think, that changed the
big cities ffom 6 to 3 percent. Prior to that time there were no hig
cities unless you referred to San Diego. That would be the only city

- of any size in the country.that qualified. They are all vety close to

the border. ) _
The Library of Congress did pump into their computer. public
housing figures. One further- thing we had was a real argumnent.

*

Between the experts at the Library of Congress and the experts in the

Office of Education on how many children of school age live in public

- housing:

The ancient fizure was based on that period of time when public
housing was primarily occupied by young childbearing families on
public assistance. , . ' - i .

As time has gone by more and more public housing has become
occupied by elderly people and the percentage per capita-—does any-
bady have the figure on what they are using? They used to use 2 point .
something children. per unit. Now it is 1 point sometliing per unit.

Mr. Husk. 1.3 per unit. .

- Mr. Foro. But there is a discrepancy between the Office of Educa-
tion and other agencies in the (Government, or there was last fall,
about what the actual count js. Nobody-has ever counted these chil-
dren. They have always used the nssumption that you have a certain

-pefeentage of children. In this ¢ase he says 1.3 for each unit of public

housing. This varies, of coursé. That may be true in some cities and
not in others. But-in aiiempting to make their estimates, this is the
way they have done. it. o ‘

. Once you-send out the actual school survey you will know. But that

' has never been ddne,

Mr: Gooprixa. It is pretty true in most of our Federal programs.
Under title I, for instance, they send me a list telling me how many
youngstérs I had in my district according to title I.
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T ’
T don’t know where they got the figures. T couldn’t find them. But
. T think that is typical. . Car

Dr. Fisi. Mr. Goodling. T think Mr. Pittinger made our point
beeanse he said that the estimates wero low. The Office of Fduentiop-
suvs It wound take $57 million to fund the low-rent housing in tier I

©where they participated, - -

What we ave confronted with and the thing that we live'in terror =+
of 13 not getting over tier I in terms of appropruitions because if
we don’t then we drop back to tier I. :

The problem is that there are so many more public housing stu-.
dents out there than what the Office of Fducation is estimating. The *
nmount of money ny be consumed in tier I to the extent that tier 11
1sn't funded.

If that happens funding probably goes back to nbout 23 percent,
usually about a third of what it is in the second tier.

For example, San Diego goes from around $7 million down to 214
or 83 mithon,

In Pennsylvania, T have a list of some 20—it looks like 30 or more—
districts. For example, there is one listed as centennial. It is a dis-
trict that has a budget, estimated total cost of education of $14 mil-
lion, which gets $330.000 of impact aid under tier LI.

If they don’t get to tier IT they will probably drop back in the
neighborhood of $150,000. , -

What I am saying is if these statistics are wrong, this thing is sel
up like a great big gambling game and we either get over the top or
we drop all the way back down again.

The Office of Education is estimating 57 million. They will pro-
vide 63 million which came from the previous Office of Education
estimate. -

I understand the Library of Congress estimate is 72 million. .

Mr. (Gooprixe. Do you feel that the low-rent housing youngsters
have really been neglected over the vears?

Dr. Jasir, T believe that the Federa! Government has instituted
a policy which adversely affects the tax base of the local community.

The people who decide on school clections are not necessarily decid-
ing the same things. You know-how this works. I am sure.

Yes, T think this has affected the basic support for education.

Yes, I think the moncy, even with the categorical stipulations on
it, contld be very beneficial to the students, particularly the categorical
stipnlations which allow the school distriet to more effectively use
the title T money without too many title I tvpes of guidelines.

T believe yon know what I mean there. We frankly would much
rather see gencral aid. But that is not what Congress intended.

Mr. Goobrine. T have no further (uestions.

Mr. Forn. Mr. Zeferetti? ' )

' Mr. ZrrereTTi. No questions. . -

Mr. Forn. Mr. Lehman? ’

Mr. LEnman. No questions.

Mr. Foro. Thank you very much. Dr. Fish, T hope von will follow
up on this survey that is being made. I see yon have got two very
valuable backup me’rﬁl:?re. I don’tknow why they are sitting so
quietly and calmly. But ve sce a pait of old friends of this committee
and the legislation we are talking about here from the chairman’s
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State of Kentucky, and nore importantly, from Hardin, Gil Burkett,
Gilbert C. Burkett, and sitting next to him, the ‘gentleman from
Brunswick, Ga., Glynn County, who has taught many .members of
- this committee at least to understand the formula of title I, Ralph

Frskine Hooil. It is a pleasyreto see both of you. )

Chairman Perkins left me a little note that says, “If you fail to
notice them and record theig, presence in the record; you will never
get to be chairman again.”: '

Thank you very much, gentlemen.

Dr. Pisu. Thank you, sir.

Mr. Foro. Sam, do you have a statement here?

STATEMENT OF SAMUEL B. HUSK, EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT,
¥ COUNCIL OF THE GREAT CITY SCHOOLS

Mr. Husk. I have prepared a statement to be given to the commit- .
tee. I would like to submit it for the record.

Mr. Forn. The next speaker is Samuel B. Husk, vice president of the
Council of the Great City Schools. " :

Without ‘objection the prepared statement submitted by Mr. Husk
will be inserted in the record at this point.
- You ma Procegd in any way you feel is most convenient to explain
it or amplify <t. ) o .

[ Prepared statement of Samuel B. Husk follows:]

-
,

PREPARED STATEMENT oF SAMUEL B Husk, ExrcuTivE VICE-PRESIDENT, Jt-v .
COUNCIL OF THE GreAT CITY S8CHOOLS . YL

¥ Y
frman, the Council of the Great City Schools appreciates the oppor-,
stify on H.R. 5181. Our member city schools have a responsibility for
educating 11% of the Aation’s children, 25% of its minority children, and 30%
of the children m low-income families. We are’ grateful for, the Chairman’s -
continued and devoted Interest in seeing' that tederal education legisiation is im-
piemented in a proper and orderly way. * ’ . o
Many of our cltfes’ school boaro¥members, and professiorial staff members who
represent the city fchools in their respective Btate eapitols, are incredulous at the
. tallure of the Executive branch to provide the estimates, required by law, which .
would allow this Subcommittee to judge whether the Impact Aid reforms in Pub-
lic Law 903-380 will indeed correct the inequities addressed by the Congress.
Our ‘member ‘cities ‘agree that the Executive branch has a right to its own
policy ori fmpact ‘Ald. It has the right to-repeat that position in appropriate
forums, when making, proposals where legisiation s being considered, in over-
sight hearings, in testifying on appropriations, and In making tne annual budget
< presentation. But these cities further agree that the Adminlstration does not have
’ the right and should never have the right to ignore its responsibility to implement
the lat, which in this caseincludes the development of adequate data and esti-
mates. Congress acted on legislation ; President Ford signed the Education -
Bill béfore the largest number of witnesses in education histery ; and now thou-
sands of schools are awaiting the estimates for fiscal year 1976 in order to hutld
. their schoof budgets and plan effectively. '
Mr. Perkins, vou are to be commended for these hearings and those you held a
month ago on this'area. The Congress has the responsibility to explain- the new
- legislation and to communicate -its intent and potential effect to those at home
who will be affécted. As Congressman Johin Brademas has pointed out in his
essay entitled “Iaw-Makers in a Changing World.” wéneed responsible inter-
change between both the Legisiative and Executive branches and the localities to
“articulatethe effect of the Education Amendments of 1974, Co .
Our member city school digtricts agree on the need for this communication
- between the. various levels of government. However, they do not entlrely agree on
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whether the reforms should be delayed for a year,ond o half for the purpose of
hdving better knowledge of what the effects of the réforms will pe.

Among our districts are a few with large numbers of military and’ federally
related children, These pagticular districts are concerued with the effects of the
unknown factors in the ref s, such as the public housing fuuding, and the host
of differentini rates for differing categories,of funding levels in P’ublic Law 574.
In developing their fiscal 1976 budgets, they see gaps in the seams when tlne_\"
attempt to estimate the revenues anticipated trom impact aid. A lack of accurnte
revenue information can be serious in a large school system: in sowme smaller
8chool systems the lack of data aud the pending reduction in funds can lead to
disaster. The question for districts in this area is whether save-harmless pro-
vislons are adequate to protect them from severe hardship. To these districts,
then, the proposed delay seems desirable, . . ’

- Other urban school districts, howeyer, are expressing strong opposition to the
proposal. Some of the opposition arises from yedrs of frustration in tryiog to get
some help from the so-called ** > provision of P L. 874 for public housing students,
Back in 1988, in the minority views on the Education Amendments of 1967, the
Education and Labor.Committee Republicans emphasized the publie housing pro-
vision :as probably the most equitable part-of P.I. 874. Yet the statement was
made, and the years have borne proof of its truth, that the public housing program
was legislatively positioned 80 that it would never be funded. Public housing pre-
viously either required Separate funding or depended upon funding of the entire
Impact Aid program to trigger it, The Amendments of 1974 changed that situa-
tion by calling for an initial 259, funding for all Impact “A” and “B" category
children, ang inciuding publje housing’ children within those two categories ax
appropriate, To balance the effect of funding public housing students. the con-
ferees Bn H.R. 69-agreed to then fund all other pfograms up to 689, of their
entitlemepnt before allocating additional dollars beyond the initial 269% level for

. children in public housing,” A further trade-off ‘resulted {n ellminating the poverty

<

toncentration program of K¥KEA Title 1 and instead directing public housiug

. funds to the children and’ tife schools in thiese generally low-income neighbor-

hoods, To add one and ohe-haif years to the seven years of waiting for Congress
to develop an equitabie Impaet Afd publi¢ housing provision on top of thege
numerous delaying complications. and after a delay of one year already, seems to
thase who are ready to implement prograins to be asking too‘much, -

These school districts alse hold that the Amendments of 19H4. were inteflded to
make®khe public hoansing pupils an integral part of thie program, ILR. § would
once.adain Separate out thesé pupils. ’

.. Instl;v. these school systéms wouxld“nr.'.'ue"thn.t there is a nﬁnignum 809 save-

harmless for systems effected by the reforms. They eannot afford to forfeit the
dollars preserved by this save-harmless provisian,. . . o

In summary, while there may be-some discontinuity among our member scliool
systems regarding the proposals sét forth by H.R. 5181, they remain committed fo
achiéving equitable funding for Impact Ald Programs, with the inclusion of
appropriate support for public housing pupils, ” :

Mr. Husk! Mr. Ford, T wii] be very brief, as the testima®y is also
brief. I'think in our'statement we point out sbme. of the concerns that
some of our cities have with regird tothe impact aid reform legislation.

Our organization represents many ‘city school systems, 27 in total.
Therefore it also reflects a variance in types of districts. We have dis-
tricts which represent those such as San Diego, with a large number
6f A and B children who are federa]ly conneetad. ) \

We have other school districts such as Philadelphia‘and Pittsburgh
where we have very little fedeglly Telated students, with; regard to
military compactioq. ' .
~_Therefore it is ?rgry difficult for;us to reach an overyll position on
this piece of legislation.and the change delay that Mr. Perkins is'
recommending. ' . . |

I would like. to just point out some of the argunients on the other
gide that may not have beén stressed as much as they might have. ~__

L c
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We have heard from Dr. Figh and from Mr. Bobo from Montgomery.
We have heard about the possible impacts of this new'law on particu-
lar school districts, But I think also we ought to look at the other side
of the coin, which is the schoel districts which have been waiting since
1968 for the Federal Government-to redress an inequity in their con-
cerns about the legislative process that goes on in trying to reach some
appeasement of that.inequity. ' -

~Forexample I think it was mentioned this morning in the discussion
* of the Perkins bill that we are not only asking for a delay because of
a lack of information but ‘e may be asking for a delay for a whole-
sale change in the legislation so that many of the amendments would
be reconsidered. ‘
T guess many of our school districts wouldgsgopder after they have
_been through the meat grinder once after your##¥e seen the meat that
has come out through the grinder whether you come out looking whole
or whether you just come out in finer pieces. I think that is one of our

. coneerns.

|

There is also one other point here and that is related to the legisla-
tive n.pp;-&priut'i’ons process and the lack of clarity on our part in
understanding whether the Perkins amendment indeed by delaying
the impact or implementation of the 1974 amendments doesn’t really
amend the existing legislation which is in place for this one year
rather than the reform legislation ‘which would go into effect on °
July 1. If any members of the committee could clarify that for us it
would be greatly appreciated.

If the Perkins amendment is simply modifying the existing legisla-
tion which has been intact previous to this time we wonder whether-
the provision for funding public housing pupils off the top will have
as strong a legislative pace for points of order and things of that
nature as would the reform legislation.

. We agree with-Mr. Perkins, as he represented, that the behavior of
the Office of Education and the gatherinig of data information has
not been the best, I guess derelict. We deplore the fact that we do not
have the information needed to get a national assessment of this type
of program. = ”

‘So I think that overall our position would be that if we have the
assurances and they,were firmly cast that the public housing pupils
were indeed to become an integral part of this legislation and not be
séparated onut as they have been in the past in such a manner that it
is very difficult for them, then we might be more inclined to suppért
this type of amendment.

However we also feel that many of the changes are very. very
integral to the interest of our cities over the years and we would not.
want those kind of factors to be lost.

¥ will just stop there. . : .

- Mr. Fonp. I think you can unde}stund you are wearing a hairshirt
as you speak of the big cities. I spent o few years studyink the-prob-
. lems of the largest school district. I think T have a fair understanding-

" of how they are impacted by a number of things. . .

We are also aware of the fact that they don’t all get hit the same
way. I am not going to ask you to go into percentages. But I am will-
ing to guess—you can comment on this if you'wish—that the majority

a
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of members of the {3reat (Cities organization are not impacted in the
" way that you describe when you said that you were about to present
the other side. '

Outside of New York City, who else would benefit by not going
ahead with the Perking bill 2 ‘ ,

Mr. Husk. Outside of New York City——

“Mr. Foro. T am not conceding that New York City would benefit by
not passing the Perkins bill. Someone there believes that they would
benefit. I think it is still open to discussion. But so far as I know it is
the only city that has given an indication. :

-\re there other cities that belicve that they are disadvantaged by
the $63 million figure ? .

Mr. Huesk. I think the sameYkind of uncertainty exists in the cities
as to what kind of impact there will actually be from the $63 million.

I think the concern, Congressman Ford, is not With the figure as
much as it is with the idea of keeping public housing an integral part
of the programn and not putting it in a position where other legislative
bodies—mainly the Appropriations Committee—can once again put <J
a limitation or elimination on that particular aspect of the program.

Mr. Forp. How does the Perkins bill affect that ¢

Mr. Husk. I don’t know whether the language that youn have in the
Perkins bill really amends the 93-380 or really whether it is amending
the existing impact aid législation. ‘ '

If it is amending the existing impact aid legislation it may very well
be that the Appropriations Committee could find langnage for con-
sidering it in the same manner as it has always been considered and
that is that it has to be a separate appropriation or you need to reach
a full entitlement for the other parts of the program before '

Mr. Forp. Let us walk that &mugh. If the Perkins bill isn't passed

. the law stays the way it is. If the attitude that the Appropriations Com-
mittee has demonstrated in the past for category C or public housing
children persists. your situation isn’t any different because they can
put legislation on this bill to say—first of all we are obvionsly going
to have a terrible time getting funding even to last vear's level of the
whole impact programi—suppose they decide to fund it at last year's
level. If they dofund at last year's Jevel there is a question of whether
any of these changes go into effect if they drop anywhere below Iast
vear's level. '

One way on the floor that you could guarantee the effect of the Per-
kins bill would be to amend downward the appropriation so that it
doesn’t equal the levels of the hold-harmless clause because there is a
trigger of this entire formula that depends on the appropriation meet-
ing last year’s level.

Since there wasn't any money in public housing it does not affect
the trigger but yon amend down on the other end of the Appropria-
tions Committee or on the floor, withont a point of order being made. -
the amount of money far enongh to save the category B schools. That

« 15 one technique that I don't think peopl€ would like to have to resort
to. But it is available. ' ‘ ' -

Mr. Hiesk. It may very well be the techniqne thev are going to nse.

Mr. Forp. If that happens there’will be no public housing money,
will there? Or verv little. .

Mr. Hesk. That is correct.

& ’
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Mr. Forp. Don't you think a guarantee of $63 million 1s a little better,
-2 bird in the hand, than the possibility of one and a half in the bush?

Mr. Husx. I think what we are looking for is the clauses that cgme
beneath the guarantee, the kind of analysis that staftf can provide to you
or to us to clarify the point that the Perkins amendment would not
jeopardize the status of ' . o :

Mr. Forp. Sam, I am not trying to pick on you. But you are not
being consistent because you are sa ‘ing that you are fearful that if the
Perkins amq;dment—which Would) not only preserve the action of the

formula wifh respect to public housing but also act ag a legislative
guarantee tifat they be the first to get the money, the first $63 million,
regardless of the size of the ultimate impact appropriation—you are
fearful that because of the past indications of support in the House for
public housing funds in impact you might los¥that. ‘

But you don’t seem to be fearful that you lose it withont the Perkins
bill. And the parliamentary situation is exactly the same in either case,
The Appropriations Committee would have to legislate on an appro-
priations bill, and if they do they would then have to get a rules
approvel waiving points of order ‘because if they don’t get that aT-
proval any one Member would make the point of order and surely
there are plenty who would make it.

That is why ] find your position kipd of inconsistent because it looks
to me like if you are in the kind of trouble you.justifiably think you are
in in the big cities on funding of public housing, it doesn’t seem to me
that your position is improved by maintaining the status quo.

Mr, Husk. That may be true. But I still don’t hear from the com-
mittee—-—- . B

Mr. Forp. Wouldn't you generate & substantial amount of support
for vour $63 million earmarking out of people who have to support
you in order to guarantee their own money ? A

In other words the only way that they can save the category B money
that the school districts are about to lose for at least 1 year would be
to support o piece of legislation that gives you the $63 millioh off the
top. You wouldn’t be fighting the battle alone.

\Mr. Hosk. It is not that we are talking to that question as much as
whether this amendment really will be easting the public housing in the
same kind of light as we thought was accomplished by the amendments
of 1974, which were to include the public housing as an integral part.

The way of finding out the public housing students may be different.
But once they are determined they are the same as any child who is
eligible as a so-called B child in the formula.

What happens to you when you come to this particular amendment
is that—the Perkins amendment—you single out the public housing
again as something on the top. You make it a focus.of the Appropria-
tions Committee consideration. You raise the whole spectre of “here
we are getting into a whole new program which is going to raise sub-
stantial amounts of money and we can't do that in this deficit kind of
picture we have.” You have all of the arguments starting to mushroom
which have mushroomed up in the past and have led to nonfunding of
a project. ‘

“hat T am asking is. do we have the kind of backup in explanation of
the Perkins amendment which gives us a legislative assuraree that this
type of separating out could not occur which strengthens the point of
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;)nr;(ler situation with roegard to Perkins if it were to become the legis-
ion for the next year?

Mr. Foro. It never has been the legislative intent to give publie
housing funding a special status that the Perkins bill would give it. .

It seems to me that while someone might disagree with whether %63
million is adequate, beenuse we don't know, $63 million is the figure
that is arrived at by attempting to approximate what would happen if
vou funded the program through tier 11, how mueh money would be
distributed nnder the existing formula for publie housing. Some people
say 63. Some say more, Some sa y less.

Wouldn't we be better served if we tried to determine more accurate-
ly what that figure was and amend thi bill to make sure that that
figure correctly reflected that than to opposctye bill and take a chance
on what is facing u¥in trying to fund this'progrjn ?

Mr. Hesk. I am not ‘saying that even thosk cities which are very
mudh interested in the public housing aspeets of Yhe bill are opposed to

the Perkins amendment. In fact we had a meeting yesterday on this,

I didn’t find that they were opposed to the amendment. But they were
concerned about the amendment. They were concerned especially about
the sepurating out of elements of it.

So 1f that part of the bill could be ‘clariﬁod and if there could he
some strong arguments and explanations made that this indeed would
not put the_public housing in the position of being separated out once
agam and subject to appropriations reduction, this would go a long
way I think in helping school districts to join San Diego and Long
Beach where there is very little public housing. help those cities to ap-
preciate somewhat differently the position of the other districts.

As we understand it in the reform legislation the 25 percent first
tier funding for public housing, even there the positton of the appro-
priations people is that it is a mandatory appropriation which only
they can effect. ’ .

Mr. Forp. Are you aware that the subcommittee of the Appropria-
tions Committee has already voted out the appropriations bill which
hgs legislation on it subject to a point of drder unless the Rules Com-
mittee waives it. knocking out all the money for public housing?

Mr. Hrsk, I am aware of that, VeS8, :

Mr. Forn. You have been at this a good many vears. When is the
last time you.saw the full Appropriations Conunittee reverse the sub-
committee on an increase in funding?

Mr. Hosk. T haven't seen them ever reverse the thcommittee,

Mr. Forn. Don't you think you are already in a pré{ty tough spot ?

Mr. Hrsk. Yes, sure, we are in a tough spot. Bnt we have been in
tough spots before, too. .

Mr. Forn. How manv votes do you think you are going to get from
people who'are supporting the President s budget ?

Mr. Hesk. From the people snpporting the President’s budget ¢

Mr. Foro. If you read the budget message they are going to send a
piece of legislation up here with a h-percent figure that is going to
wipe out every one of your members except one.

Mr. Husk. It may even wipe them out.

Mr. Foro. I thought Sin Diego got money no matter what you did.

Dr. F1sn. We get a very small amount of that.

~
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Mr. Foro. Isn't it correct that the 5-percent figure knocks out every
other member in the Great Cities organization ! .

B Mr. Hosk, I think San Diegg would only be there barely, a couple

of hundred thousand dollars. That amendment suggested by the Presj-
dent is completely—I think they have a right to state their position
but I think it is clear that they ought to be unpleménting the law that
-1s passed by the (‘ongress. '

How many members’of Congress would support the public housing
provision? I think as you indicated there is a necd for having people
from both the large cities and those representing the impacted areas
school districts such as described here ?m' them to'be coalesced in an
cffort to really perfect both programs and both aspects of the program.

I am not denying that they have a very strong case, where for some
school distrifts 25 percent or so of the operating budget would be
eliminated because of reforms in the legislation. i

Mr. Foro. If the Appropriations Committee adopts the recommen-
dation of their subcommittee and the Rules Committde grants a ritle
waiving points of owdér, where do, you get the constituency in the
House to amend that out of the appropriations bill if you go it alone?

Mr. Husk. I think the constituency is aiready building for an in-
creased anount of appropriations for the impact aid provision.

We have evidence out in the hustings, so to speak.’that there is evi-
dencs of a coalition of the impact aid people and the large city schiool
districts and many. many other organizations who stand‘behind a sub-
stantial increase in legislation regardiess of which formula it comes
up in. -

pI would point out that we have a problem with our congressional
delegntion Ee(‘ause as you know after you spent an evening, 2 in the
mor%?hg, there was some effort to place the bill back into conferenee
for reconsideration of these items.

Regardless of the position our cities may eventually reach and the
other school people, they may have quite a bit of problem convincing
their delegation of the wisdom of separating out or delaying amend-
ments here since at one point the congressional representatives voted
80 to 20 against an amendment to recommit it to conference bhased
solely on the appeal to this particuldr provision and this particular
change. p .

Mr. Foro'iI have o correct you. I participated very actively in that
effort. It wak not to change anything with respect to public housing.
It was because every major city in the country was clobbered with the
title I formula. We now know what that is costing the big-city.
school systems. That was the primary concern. .

There were some big-city Congressmen whe were confused and they
traded a rabbit for a horse, thinking that they should support the con-
ference report and get the public ﬁousing money,. which is still very
tenuous. and they* throw out-millions of dollars in title T funds as the
price for it. - . N . :

I think if the new Congress ever ‘gets title I opened up gEuin we |
might write  new formnla. But-that is behind us. Ve aren't attempt-
ing to do that. . ' . -

The attempf<to send the bill back to conference revolved around the .
titté I formula. not the impact formula. Not that part of tlie impact
formula, I might say. ’ . *

X
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Mr. Husk. There were conderns about other ns;w-ts of the formula,
¥ am sure, that certain Congressmen wanted to have reconsidered in
the conference. But I amn saying that the vote, as vou indicated, re-
gardless of the perceptions of those particular Congressmen, still, indi-
cated I think that unless those (Congressmen have a very clear picture
that the public housing is an integral part of the impact aid program - .
and not in a position where it is going to be separated out by the legis-
lation itself, that there may be a reluctancego support the impact aid
provisions in the Perkins bill, let us say, to'the extent that might be

esirable. ¢ ‘ S

Mr. Forp. Did you ever count the big-city votes for impact aid?

"Mr. Hesk. Yes. T think by and large our cities have up until a year
ago voted very much in favor of impact aid in spite of the fact that
many of the cities did not receive substantinl amounts of money for
that. "

I can think of cities like New York City“and Cleveland. Philadel-
phia, and others of the eastern cities which have voted time akd time
again-with the impact : ,

Mr. Forp. Only since O'Hara devised the method of packaging imn-
pact aid with title I. That caused impact aid people who had formerly
voted against title I to vote for title I to get their impact funds. And
it worked the other way. too.

Mr. Hesk. Thereare still some who in spite of packaging still would
feel strongly opposed to the impact and vote against it. T am not say-
ing that there aren't some of them, Bt bLasically it has been around
80 percent in favor of a provision which included mmpact and about.
20 percent against.

I did sece some single votes recently. I will give vou one of the elear-
ost indications of the support of impact. I believe it was a floor amend-
ment. Clarify me if Iam wrong. 1 believe it was a floor amendment by
Mrs. Mink last year to take the impact which was guing up asa 1-vear
extension of the law to make it the same. length as the rest of the pro-
visions of impact and our cities voted K0~20 for that amendment where
they could have done their singular act and voted against if,

Remember that that provision that they were voting on was not
what we are talking about now. It was the e isting law. _

Mr. Foro. If Mrs. Mink's amendment hfiln't passed we wouldn't
be here today because the program wouldn't be quietly ending.

Dr. Fisu. Not “quietly.”

Mr. Forp. Mr. Goodling? .

Mr. Goopring, Mr. Husk, I will repeat what I think vou are saving.
You correct me if T am wrong. You were saying that since you have
been waiting since 1968 for something that vou now see the possibility
of getting 25 percent .now of your entitlement for the first time off
the first tier. and yon are weighing that agninst a proposal that vou
are not exactly sure what it is going to do. But it will be hanging ont
on a limb where it will be easier to pruné: Is that correct ? .

. You see the 25 percent for the first time since 1968 as « good pés-
sibility and you just don’t understand about $63 million.

Mr. Hesk. T think our concern is with the first point vou made
rather than with that level; $63 million, we feel that probably is a
fairly fair figure, given the estimates that people ar(focoiving:

Q
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My, GaopLine. In other words you would rather have 25 percent
than nothing. And you are afraid that the amendment may give you
nothing.

Mr. Hesk, We are afraid that might be an outcome if the n-mm;
ment is not carefully explained and carefull constructed so that it.
would state that that wonld not be swhat would happen.

Mr. GoopLina. Then I would ask my Chairman a uestion, If. as [
mentioned. this concern seems to be that since 1968 t%m_v got nothing
and now they see a possible chance of getting 25 percent, what is the
arcument ? That they may not get that 25 percent ¢

Mr. Forp. They are fearful that the Appropriation Committee would
attempt to legislate to knock out the $63 millioin.\,r

Mr. GoopLing. How about the 25 percent that they are guaranteed
now under the existing law? '

Mr. Forp. The $63 million is iny lieu of that.

Mr. Gooprixa. My question is, is there very much chance—as I
understand Mr. Husk’s prollem he sees this 25 percent as something
that finally since 1968 they might get their hands on and he is not
very sure about that $63 million—that they would not get the 25
percent in the existing law? How would that come about ¢

Mr. Forp. The Labor-HEW Subcommittee of Appropriations has
already voted out an appropriations bill with the recommendation to
the fufl committee that the money for impact for public housing be
amended. )

If the Appropriations Committee accepts that and the Rules Com-
mittee gives them a rule waiving points of order then the only way
that you could get bmck the 25 percent would bé to ameng the
appropriation bill on the floor to knock out that provision.

It is a matter of judgment as to whether or not at that point you
could get -a sufficient constituency to support that. It leaves the big
cities nt that point all by themselves. o

The other way ardund everybody who wants the funding at least
at last yenr’s level it would be an increased amount. Then in the hust-
ings they can’t get the money unless they get the $63 million; $63 mil-
lion is not matching. It is simply the best estimate we have nt this point -
of what it would take to equal what you would get with the 25
percent. i

Mr. Goobrixa. 1f the Appropriations Committee turned down the
25 percent is there any assurance then that if we stait picking pieces
out of the bill. that the next 25 percent and the next 25 percent would
be knocked off also? , ‘

Mr. Forp. That is possible. But it has not happened. The track rec-
ord is very clear. And the makeup of the committee hasn’t changed
that much. The Appropriations Committee has never believed in fund-

“ing public housing funds. That is why we tried to change the law to
put them in the position where they had to fund it because they.
theoretically cannot legislate on an appropriations bill. But it happens.
around here rather frequently that they do legislate on appropriativns
bilis because of the Rules Committee giving them special rules,

1 have reason to believe that the present makeup of the Rules
Committee coupled with the strong feelings of the Speaker with
regard to this programn might militate against such a rule coming out.
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- Mr. Goovrixe, T was just thinking that perhaps with the fnti-
military feeling I hear al] around the Congress perhaps this might be
the next area. )

Mr. Forp. No, uite the contrary',

Mr. Gououxo.qln the past it has been otherwise, *

Mr. Forp. There is some impact on wilitary in the case that was
described here in Montgomery County, Ala. There is clear discrjgn-
nation against the entjre nilitary families. But for the most Jart
if you take a look at the dislocation of funds in the formula 1t js
category B children who are not except for a very few military
dependents.

K[r. (GoopLixe. T have no other questions,

Mzr. Foro. Mr. Zeferbtt; ?

Mr. Zerererrr, Thank you. Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Husk, just one question. You pretty much targeted in on the
public housing aspects of the bill. T am concerned, coming from New
York City myself. do you find in this amendment whether there js any
foresceable additional dangers o lasses that you see as part of this
amen;l'ment being passed coming to 'New York City or other big
citieg

Mr. Hesk. Of course you are'working with some deficits to start
with. When you try to compare Federal revenues coming into cities like

» New York last year versus this vear, if that is what your question is,
For example last year in New York you have a situation where with
the title I formula You are going to be i1, u continuing cycle of down-

* ward spiral until T think you will probably reach a Jevel of. about
63 percent of your 1974 entitlement. which [ Zuess in overall reduetions
it will be very substantig] g decrease, probably $50 million of revenues
coming into New York City public schoots, . ’

Therefore it ig very importatit' for New York City to see the law
moved forward go that, looking beyond the first tier, which g the
25 percent, which gives us a fairly accurate picture how the moneys
are being distributed, and through the second tier, which is a save.
the-harmless type of tier, which takes care of school districts whic,
are normally a part of the rogram and then again for the third tier,
where from that point on cities like New York and Philadelphia and

_/1.\

And we really don’t know if the Peikins amendment would pass
what would happen next Year. Would you extend the Perkins amend-
ment for another year? Or what would happen while the Congress
and whijle ,%his‘g'qnunittoe deliberated and tried to malke changes in the
legislation? So you might be stuck “with a ceiling on those public
housing children which would be hard to pick up.

Mr. Zerererrs. Do you feel tlie amendment itself is separating the
urban area from the rural area?
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Mr. Hrsk. We feel that the public housing in urban areas by this
type of amendment singling out that particular part of the program
could jeopardize what we felt was one of the accomplishments-of the
bill, which was a way of building public housing as an integral part
of the impact aid program with the tradeoffs that the cities er
willing to make. forexample no funding in tier 2.

Each tradeoff that they were willing to take, elimination of title I,
art C, was another tradeoff that was made plus a new formula Mr.
“ord put in under title I where 27 cities had $22 million lost in reve-

- nue as opposed to 1974 even though the total increase in appropria-
tions under title I was part of a 9-percent increase, which will show
you the loss. ‘

So I think the concern you raise is a concern that New York and
Chicago and Philadelphia have, particularly those three larger cities.

Mr. ZerrrerTr. Also getting back to something the chairman said
before, if in fact there 13 no bill where are we? Where do we go? Or
would vou rather see’a different type of legislation or maybe a tight-
ening up of a piece of legislation of different types oftaspects of the )
bill? ~

" Mr. Hrsk. I think that the point that was made by the chairman,
by Mr. Ford. about the data is a legitimate point. T don’t think that
when the legislation was passed, when the reforms were passed, that
it was the intent Bf the committee to eliminate some cities, some
school systems, from the impaet aid Inw who were not known t that
time, what I mean is school distriets where you really do have iuilitary
bases and wheve the total operation of the school is dependent upon
that souree of revenue. .

T think they were really focusing on trving to%liminate Mont-

- gomery County and Fairfax County and the wealthy counties where
there are employces of the District of Columbia and places like it.
There may be need for some reforms in the legislation.

T think basically we would say that we qught to let the legislation
o forward, see what the effects arb. If we see adverse effects then (on-
gress can take two kinds of corrective action to either, immediately
go into a supplemental appropriation posture and take care of those
places that have been adversely affected as they have historieally done
in the past under title I.

In 1972 T believe there were 36 million dollars in revenues lost to
States including the chairman’s State. When that was detected by the
Congress the Congress took agtion and correeted it.

There is also a possibility that they would go back and make certain
amendments to correct the 93-380 legislation and perfect that too and
make it so that it would be equitable for all.

I guess our concern is that once you delay 1t it isalready delayed -

"1 year. Tf you delay it again what that portends for the future,
whether that might mean a disintegration of evervthing that has been
accomplished in the amendments of 1971 )

Mr. Zererert. Thank you.

Mr. Forn, Thank you very much, Mr. Husk, )

Mr. Frederick Weintraub, Council for Exceptional Children?

Without objection the prepared statement of Mr. Weintraub is
submitted and will be printed in full at this point in the record. ’

68 348—75——10
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You'may proceed. <
[Statement of Frederick J. Weintraub follows:].

STATEMENT oF FrEDERICK J. WEINTRAUB, ASSISTANT EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR FOR
GOVEBXMENTAL RELATloNs, ON BENALF oOF TUE (OUNCIL FOR EXCEPTIONAL
CHILDREN

Mr. Chairman, Members of the Committee, Thank you for affording The
CoancH for Exceptional Children thils opportunity to appear before the Cominittee
today to express our strong endorsement of your proposal to seek a July 1 relcuse
of monies under the new weighted formula for handicapped children in the
Impact Ald program. We refer specifically to Subsections (A), (B), (C). and (D)
of (6) of H.R. 5181. . ’ :

As you know, Mr. Chalrman, ’I'Lxl; Council for Exceptional Children is a na-
tional organization with a memberihip of approximately 63.000 professionals
in the fleld of special education, that is, the special education of both handicapped
chlldren and gifted and talented children. 1 am Fredérick J. Weintraub, CEC
Assistant Executive Director for Governmental Relations. :

As you well know, Mr. Chairman, under the aegis of P,1.. 93-380, the louse
Edueation and Labor Cominittee sought to deal on an immediate basis with an
urgent situation relative to handicapped children which was a direct response
to two realties : the impact on certain school districts of the procedure of military
compassionate transfer and the fairly recent” cutoff of. most educational
services for some Bandicapped dependents of active and retired mllltary dnder
the CHAMPUS program (Civilian Health and Medical Program of the Uni-
formed Servicen),

Active military personnel with handicapped dependenta are enabled. throngh
the vehicle of a “compassionate transfer” to assume and retaln indefinitely
duties at locations where the school systems will provide programs to meet the
special needs of their children. For a given school district. the situation which
dovelopsds apparent: the school system is already bearing the cousiderable
expense Wf providing relatively decent speclal programs for its hiandicapped
children. Moreover, hecause that school district is doing this relatively good
Job, it receives a higher than normal number of handicapped enrollees because
of de facto federal policy which promotes the enroliment of handicapped children
who are military dependents in such districts,

The 'HAMPUSR situation may be briefly summarized as followx: subsequent
to a Department of Defense review of CHAMPUS ausistance, children primarily
with specific learning disabilities and those that are consldered emotionally
disturbed were denied further eligibility for special education and related services
under CHAMPUS bhecause such services were deemed to be yond the scope of
CHAMPUS authority.

Agnin, federal polioy, i.e. a reversal of same. has a suhstantial impact on tiven
school districtg. Without access to CHAMPUS funding, the population of

" chtdren in question {s being presented to the public schools for enrollment,

RIC ol

with ‘all of the attendant consequences ofsuch a sudden infusion for both the
schadl wystems and the educational well-being of the handicapped children
themselven, . .

The Congress responded, and laudably ro, to an emergency situation with what
may be described as an “emergency alteratlon™ In the lmpact ald formula. The
Zongress ordered that. for the purpoxes of computing the amount to which a
local educational system ia entitled under the Impact Afd program, the Com-
missioner ghall'count ag 14 children any handicappéd chilkl who is a ‘military
dependent when the recipient local educational agency Is in fact providing a
program designed to meet the special educational and related needs of such
children, : -

It ia quite npparent. Mr. Chairman. that the basic objective of this weighted
formula includes a. vital element of timeliness: and. correspondingly, every
manth of delav ih the actual alloeation of the additional monies generated by
the welghted factor further dissipates fulfillment of Congresstonnl intent., We
therefore congratulate you. Mr. Chalrman. for your own timely efforts to guar-
antee the earller possible allocation of monles. and we urge your collengues an
the full Committee and your colleagues in the full House to support your legisia-
tive objective in this specific regard. Thank you. My. Chairmdn, .

]
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STATEMENT OF FREDERICK J. WEINTRAUB, ASSIST‘ANT EXEC-
UTIVE DIRECTOR FOR GOVERNMENTAL RELATIONS OF THE
COUNCIL FOR EXCEPTIONAL CHILDREN, RESTON, VA.

Mr. Werstrat. Thank you. The Council for Exceptional Children
appreciate this opportunity to appear before the committee to speak -
solely to the question of the carrying out of the operations of Publie
Law 93-350 pertaining to counting handicapped children in impact

aid, ' .
" We will fogns our gomments on that provision and not with the
greater substances of the legislation before you today. :

Mr. Chairman, the history or” background as to why the Congress
went to the point of counting as one and a half each handicapped child
is based upon two very succinct realities. One is the (Iuct that .
under the, compassionate transfer prograin military scheql districts
who are attempting to serve their own handicapped children™in their
community all of a sudden find themselves with vast numbers of new
handicapped children if they have a military base located near them.
If you are doing a good jog the word gets out. The military knows
it. .

Under the compassionate transfer program military personnel are
transferred to that community where services for handicapped child-
ren are available.’ ,

Mr. Forp~As a matter of fact, if I may interrupt you, it works the
other way{too. If a handicapped child is involved in a program—
suppose tK military person who is here in Montgomery County near
\Vpashing,fton is>working at the Pentagon and the niilitary say,
“We would like to have you someplace else,” that person can now go
in and say, “What if that someplace else doesn’t provide the kind of
school service that my child needs?”

So the school system would also retain this child.

Mr. WeinTravn. Definitely that can be the case. The committee con-
sidered tlmt in the development of this amendment. There was one
that I knew in Champlain, I11., where one September morning school
opened and found themselves with 20 new deaf children. I don't know
what is the cost of educating a deaf child. But to all of a sudden have
20 new deaf children in a relatively small community at your door
su:{') that is a monumental cost to a school district.

he second factor is the changing practices taking place in the
CHAMPUS program, which is the Civilian Health and Medical Pro-
Eram of the Uniformed Services. For years rather substantially
andicapped children were having their education purchased at
private schools with the cost being assunied by CHAMPUS.

However recent changes in the CHAMPUS programs have begun
to cut back on those funds and in fact handicapped children who were
other than profoundly medically involved children have been totally
cut off from any support. This’is in fact resulting now in increased
numbers of handicapped children coming to the local school systems,
which has increased over the last several years.

The point I make is that the changes in CHAMPUS have brought
an additional burden in the last year or two. Bagically therfore our
position is that the Congress is 93-380 attempted to respond to an




144

emergency situation with an emergency alteratign of the impact aid -
formula. v . -

We don’t f&e that the intent of the Congress woukl be well served

‘ bg delaying longer the actual implementation of this amendment.
We are pleasedyto see that the bill before this committee today would
not delay that implementation and thus support that provision.

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman..

Mr. Foro. You do understand that the Perkins bill is drafted so
that it does not delay~——
b.ﬁir. WEINTRAUB. Yes, sir, we support that provision in_the Perkins

1], s :

Mr. Forn. Mr. Goodling?

Mr. Gooprina. I'have no questions, ’ 1

Mr. Forp. Mr. Meeds? Sinee Mr. Mceds is here I would like to raise
a question with anybody in the room who would like to respond..
When we asked the Commissioner of Education what they were doing
about figuring out how the Meeds-Ford-Quie amendment—I am being
kind to you by accepting any responsibility for that

Mr. Meeps. 1 un({:'rsmn .

Mr. Foro. With regard to States taking impact aid into account
for the purpose of distribution of Stute funds and equalization was
going to develop, Dr. Fish, maybe you could tell us in your contract
with the Office of Education, have you been able yet to come up with
an estimate of which States are going to be affected

Dr. Fean. At the regional meeting held in San Jose, Calif., the final
copies wie not available of those equalization gnidelines. They have
been promised for later on this month, T have been informed by the
offico of SAFA that a narrow determination-of guidelines had been
developed that nsed one of the three alternatives presented previonsly
and which in their eyes limited it to three States. T believe thev were
Hawaii, which is a freebie hecause that is a single district, New Mexico.
and Florida. T am operating from memory thete. T will correct my
remarks later if I am wrong, Dut it was those Statesat that time.

Mr. Forn. That is ironic since a Senator from Kansas was respon-
sible for getting the thing started and Kansas didn't get in.

Mr. Meeds?

Mr. Meens. Mr. Chairman, if the chairman will vield, is it vour
understanding that that was under the formula which took T think 10
percent. off the top and 10 percent from the bottom and then said it
couldn’t deviate more than 20 percent.?

Dr. Fisn. They removed the top & percent of the districts and the
bottom 5 percent. and said they could not deviate in over 20 percent.

Mr. Meeps. T will just say for the record that T certainly think that
is'a reasonable np])ron(‘h. There may be some for whom that will canse

“problems. But T think if we stick to that kind of strict interpretation
we are going to get the kind of results that Mr, Ford and T were trving
to accomplish and that was to allow the connting of impact aid money

, only when a State was making a bona fide effort to truly equalize. _

And after taking off thetop 5 percent and the bottom 5 percent and
saving vou can't deviate more than 20 percent, if that isnt liberal
enongh then T don’t think I want my amendment interpreted

Dr. Fisu. I can understand the top 5 percent becanse yon have dis-

1
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--tricts that are way out in the boondooks and the kids are scattered and

there are special needs like the 20 children showing np and things like

_that that would be taken otherwise in the formula,

But the bottom 3 percent, you ave talking about a tax shelter. .\ non-
operating district means that there is land tl\ou'

Mr. Meeps. | asked this specific question of other witnesses dnd
they said—and 1 can’t evaluate their answer heeause I am not o statis-
tician—that it in effect screwed up the statistics and gave you results
which were skewed from what the normal would be, I am sure tlmt is
true. But the question is, shouldn’t we have that ¢

Dr. Fiau. I can see smnol)o(l\ having very high costs. But I ean't see
a program that allows those having very low costs. That is one coneern -
that I see at this time.

Mr. Meens. I would just like to take this time, Mr. Chairman, to say
that I appreciate this being strietly construed because that is the way it
was meant.

Mr. Forp. Thank you, now T would like to eall on Mr. Paul ?rom W
associate superintendent of Montgomery County Schoals. Montgomery
County, Md., and Anthony Petriceione, Prince Georges County Board
of Education from Upper Martboro.

STATEMENT OF DR. PAUL HENRY, ASSOCIATE SUPERINTENDENT
OF MONTGOMERY COUNTY SCHOOLS, MONTGOMERY COUNTY,
MD.

Dr. Hunry. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I am Paul Henry, associate
superintendent, Montgomery County in Rockville, Md.

The remarks we heatd this morning about. Montgomery County
prompt me to say something about some current activity that is going
on in onr county. If vou have read the morning paper and saw tlu-
headline you saw that we don't ]m\o much fiseal holp frqm onr State
capital in Annapolis.

I just want tofirst of all express appreciation to this partienlar com-
mittee and the help that you have been to s and other impact districts
over these past 23 vears.

It seems sometimes in a big sehool system they might take for
granted this kind of program. T know this, We put it in a letter to
C hairgian Perkins. Beeause of his influence and ](*n(](lhhlp and on the
part of the Congress this program is alive today. So we appreciate
that very much,

T would just like to say that in onr county evervbody talks about the
$70,000 homes und how nice it is to have a lot of money. But I would
want you also to know that in onr county there is $301 million worth of
real estate that is owned by the Federal Government and that if this
property happened to be taxed at our enrrent rate of $2.53 per hundred
it. would generate to us 87.6 million worth of revenue for the county,
As it i3 we are getting abont $6.6 million from impact aid.

Our concern is in the speed with which Public Law 93-380 would be
brought to pass without the opportunity for us to really look at it
across the conntry and see what the real impact would be. T don’t be-
lieve that it is the intention of the Congress to, as Chairman Perkins

S ————
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szud helh'f)ack on Fobumry 2TRRull the rug out from inder the se lmol
. districts,” especially when we ate all in a%great staterof fiscal erisis,

Committee:menrbers are aware of the pn)l)l( ms we face in education.
We are trying to improve education in our country. We support with-
out qlmhh("mon the Perkins amendment. Qur purpose in that isto try
to g.rl-t a little moretinre to do it. N

I also might say that we ave not qmnw back idly waiting for the
time to ask for another extension. T'wo (ln)s #o our super 1nten(lvnt of
schools wrote a'letter to the county executive in Montgomory County,
asaing that a studv be mounted to try to explore and find with defini-

. tive data what is the real impact in the county from an economic point
of view when choice acreage is taken off the tax rolls: and when 14,000
of our youngsters come from homes of federally connected people who
) work gutside of the State, the so-called Montgomery- County amend-
- ment that has been veferred to earlier.
" We would like to look at that and leok at it in concert with the
county governmen{ because we believe it will be helpful to you. For
‘(nmple when the Bureau of Standards located out along Interstate
70 it took 350 choice acres of land off*our tax rolls. We are not opposed
to that, But the allegation has been that because the Burcau of Stand- + ~
ards 13 therg and Atomie l;n(\l”’\"lb right up the way, it was con- .
structed and oce uplod during the E isenhower administration, then the
allegation is that we benefit far more econonmically by Imnnlr those
: fn«‘xlmos there than we do through any loss of impact aid,

So I want to express sutisfaction and appreciation for the way the
Congress has exercised its leadership in containing Federal adminis-
trations that have tried to kill this bill. So we want to study this im- <
pact in our county and to try to do it in a meaningful way over the
next ‘several nmnths. given the benefit of some .ul(lllmn.xl——( all it a
= “stay of execution™ in  the present_provisions of 93-380. That would
. give us some time to study the fiseal impact. In the meantime we can

let our citizens know what this particular program would do to us. As
. we nnderstand the intentions as talked ubout here by the Commissioner
of Education in this hearing robm back on February 27 the program
W(mld take us from the current level down to if tier 1 were entacted and
ppropriated about $1 million from $6.8 million. So we would lose
about 3.8 million under that or i tier 2 can into be it wonld be roughly

S1.3 million more.

You might sax that isn’t too great in ‘terms of total dollars when
vou have .u()nplv of hundred million dolk: woperating budght T wonld
like to also share with the committee what the tactsof life are over the
last Jdecude to us and to say that back 10 years ago Federal impact aid
amounted to about 6.7 percent of our budget. ¢ nnontl,,\ it 187, Tf this
l)mtirm of the amendient enmes hitta peing we wounkd he (I,umn.xtod
from the program. ,

Not only at the Federal ledel have we faced a declive in the per-
centage of funds to help our program but at the State level it has gone
troni 19 pereent down to 17.4 percent. AH of this adds up and the loeal
burden on’our residents in the county has gone from 75 percent to 80
percent over* that same span of time which means that the citizens of ‘

e

ERIC RN .

Aruitoxt provided by Eic: ~

. N .




147 !

.. the county that we are lere to repregent as part of the school system
administration must then pick up what we «all a disproportionato

s additional percentage. . ' - )

; The cutback in.the program as we see it would be about 12 cents on

. the tax rete. That may not seem large to some peoplel When we talk

to taxpayers we get the message that4hat is a substantial increase.

- 8o, Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the opport unity to sharve these few
remarks with vou.Thank you. :

Mr. Foro. Thank you very much. Tsee you are well aware that we
have carried the specter of your very rich counity when we are diseuss-
ing this legislation. For mahy, many years I hiave been talking all over
this country about impact aid i one form or another, all day hearings.
Your connty is mentioned more.than any othercounty in the country  °
as an example of a super ripoft.

I hadl an mteresting experience T would like to share with you. When
we passed titlo I the Secretary of HIEW and his wife belonged to a,
PTA ot in Chevy Chase, which 1 don’t think has any $70,000 homes.

. After T explained the Elementary-Secondary Ydueation Act to the
PTA one gentleman stood pp, quite upset, and said, “Well, this is a
ridicnlous program because all it does 1s take care of poor kids and we
don't have any poor kids in Montgomery County.”

« Do you know offhand how many ¢hilidren in Montgomery County
quality fortitle I funds?

Dr. Hesgy. Yes. T will call on Mrs. Kohut. She s with onr Fed-
eral office. Do you happen to have the figure, Mrs. Kolt? - -
~ \[re, Koner” Tthink it is about 2.800. : }

Dr. Hesey.-2.500. T think Head Start is part of that program too.

These operate in about 19 of our 20F schools. So there ave pockets of
poverty. Mr. Chairman, in Montgomery County. .

Mr. Forn. I wonder if you conld submit and T would ask unani-
mous consent to have inserted into the record contemforancously -
with vour remarks a couple of statistical studies for us. .

First. T have to ask vou, docs the survey which T assume 417\1 tool
last fall on potential impact children disclose enough information so
that. vour eomputer conld tell us low many of them live out of the
county and/or out of the State? -

Dr. TIexky. Mr. Chairpan, we don't-have that. That is part of the
complex nature of Low we approach this fotal problem. We make our
survevs strictly on place where they work, There are 26,000 young-
ster=Trom federally connected hotes. Ve can go throungh in time and
get that kind of information. But v problem is that we can’t do it
throngh some kind of computerap weation at this time.

Mr. Forp. You are affected in two ways by the formula. First, the
B out of State. which is cut off all together, and then the B out of
county. o that ¥ongone Hiving in Montgomery County or Arlington
Countv and working out there is counted in a different rate. It drops
from 30-parcent payment to 40-percent pa vment,

I wonder if it is possible for vou to%ive us some estimates of the
impact, not today, but for the record, what the impact of those who N
changes would be, ’

Dr. Hexey. A right. sir.
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[Information referred to follows:]

MoxNTgoMERY CouNTY PusLIC ScHoors,” ~
Rockville, Md., April y, 1075, .
Hon. WrniLiax D, Forp, -
House of Iceprfumtuli-uv.y, Rayburn Building, Washington, D.C. ~N
EAR CONGRESSMAN Forp: In response to your request following my testi.
mony this morning before the House Committee on Education and Labor, I am
bleased to provide information ahout the number of “B" students in the two
categories below and to indicate the. fiscal implications for this county under
P.L. 93-380:

\\\

. Amount |
—_— e
. Catsgory Students Existing law Tier { Tier 14
—_——
Out of'county 3, 025 $795, 908 3227, 420 $482, 090
Outof State.._ T 14, 066 3, 700, 905 0

With regard to the data about how many federally-connected persons work
in Montgomery County inatallations but reside in other Jurisdictions in Mary-
land, Virginia, and the District of Columbia, we have no means available to
determine this information, We are hopeful that the U.g. Office of Education
will be in position to provide this informaton in the near future because of its
benefit to the Congress in examining the overall situation,

Again, let me thank you for the courtesy you extended in letting me speak
about fiscal impact and other relevant matters in Montgomery County. 1t is
800d to know that we have your enlightened support in this particular program
especially when ope realizes that nd school 8ystems in your congressiona]
district receive impact aid funds.

Sincerely yours, .
PauL A. Henry,
s Associate Superintendent for
Business and Financial Services.

Mr. Forp. And then if it is possible always when this is discussed
I hear the pattern that everybody has in their minds that these bridges
only go one way eut here. We still haven't been able to figure out how
much money the District of Columbia is going to lose by the people -
who live in“the District and work over in the Pentagon, for exanple.
There must be some. L R )

But there are people who live in Montgomery County who work in
thio Pentagon and £0 out to Prince (eorges and back and forth, The
beltway goes around the city and there is a pattern that crosses coynty
lines and State lines that doesn’t just relate to the District of
Columbia vis-a-vis contiguous jurisdictions.

So if you can show us and give us a better understanding of what
the pattern for Montgomery County is it would be helpful.

Dr. Hexry, Thank you. We would be glad to do that, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Forp. Mr. Miller, do you have any question ?

Mr, MirLiER. No, Idon't.

Mr. Foro. Your problemn I might say from my own observation, a
personal impression, is that thero are too many Congressinen living
n Montgomery County in $70,000 houses,

Dr. Hexry. Thank you. )
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STATEMENT OF ANTHONY J. PETRICCIONE, SENIOR BUDGET
* ANALYST; PRINCE GEORGES COI{NTY BOARD OF EDUCATION

Mr. Prrriccione. Mr. Chairman, I am Anthagy Petriccione. I am
senior budget analyst, Peince (ieorges :;lx(mliﬁbard of Education.
[ came down to testify abont what i ing on in Prince (Georges
County and thq implications of the impacted aid. At the present time
we have 43,000)students who are affected by impact aid. Under the
old law—and there was a questionnaire they sent out to us—we had
- anticipated $14 million..
_ Impacted aid represents abont 5%, percent of our total budget
revenue. It is essential to us to try.to get as much impacted aid as we
can. If the impacted aid were to drop to an area of $11 million in
1976 and then thereafter the thx implications in Prince Georges
County would indicate the average taxpayer would have to pay an
additional $75 to $125 more in real esfate taxes. This is based on a
tax assessment of one penny for ‘every $100,000 being reaped in
revenue from the tax.

We have compiled all kinds of figures and measured this thing

every which way. We find that the lmpl‘iﬂntions in the long range
would cost the taxpayer almost $350 a year in real estate tax increase.
At the present time in the State of Maryiand ¢ is i3 an essential part
of our hiidget plan that we receive this rey -iue.

I am down here to appeal to you to try to get this impacted aid
““together so that wo ran get our fairshare. — - R

Mr. Fown. Do you have any estimate yet on what the effect of the

B-out-of-State provision would be

‘Mr. Perriceioxe. The B out of State? I would like to submit to you
through the mails some revised figures. I didn’t come with-that. I
merely came with, the questionnaire-that we prepared.

Mr. Forn. And, perhaps the B out of county also, if that is available
to vou. - , I

[The information follows:]

Response to Mr. Ford's question:

U T I : SRR S S P B S Ll bl intiy 40.063
Out of State_ oo mmmmc—mmmem e 21,749 (34.3 percent)
Out of county (Including out of state) .o -—-- 24,220 (60.5 percent)

Mr. Forp. Let me ask vou this. How many title I children do you
have in Prince Georges County? B

Mr. Perriceioxg. In Headstart we have 250.

Mr. Forn. All of'title T?

Mr. Perriccionk Title I is operating at 33 schools at the present
time. I do not recall an exact figure. I would say it is 34,000, off the
top, totally affected. T am talking about Operation Moving Ahead
_which is our largest title I program. .

. Mr. Forn. 34.000. :

Mr. PetriccionE. I believe it is about that high; yes.

Mr. Forp. And you have about 36.000 impact children?

Mr. Perriccionk. No: we have 43,000-plus affected. You see, the
)f?edian income in Prince Gieorges County is substantially lower than
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R 118 neighboring county, Tt is considered to be a working class county
becauge of the way it has developed. We have Andrews Air Force
Base and several other large military establishments within the county
which have effectively divided the county up into two sectors: a
southern sector and a northern sector.

Population has developed in certain specific areas which border on
the District of Cohuubia s you go out into the county because of the
location of Andrews Air Base. South of that point in the county is
rural. North tends to be—the center, actually, is apartments—and
north 1s the population base in Bowie in that area there. Then we go
on to the peripheral area of the county bordering 'right on the Dist rict
of Columbia. So it has quite a mixed population whith tends to rednce
the median income,

A\ tax rise is really going to be a very detrimental—in my own
opinion, I am sure—then to the taxpayer in the county. That is why
I felt obliged to testify. "

* Mr. Forn. Does the air base along the river still operate clementary
schools for their children ?

Mr. Petriccton®. What is that ? Patuxent?

Mr. Eorn. Bolling.

Mr. Prrriccione. Bolling? T don’t believe that school is operational.
It was ended, I believe, during the Eisenhower administration.

Mr. Forp. Bat for a short time some vears ago temporary buildings”
were put up on the field and they operated a school. Do you know if it

Mr. Perriccionk, T don’t know. But T can cheek it out, sir,

Mr. Forn. T wonder if you would do that and also see. if you can find
out what kind of school population is being generated from Prince
Georges ont of the tremendous buildup of military housing on Boll-
ing? We have heen pumping a great deal of monev into building
housing on Bolling. ?t‘ has become almost exclusively that kind of
function.

- Mr. Perric-1oNE. Those figures are available,

[Information referred to not received by subcommittee.]

Mr. Foro. Thank you verv much.

The committee will stand in recess subject to the call of the Chair.

(Whereupon, at 11:52 a.m.. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.)

[ Material submitted for inclusion in the record follows:]

' Frant MILE PUsric Scroor, DisTRICT No. 6.
Trenton, N. Dak., April 1}, 1975.

Hon. QueNTIN N. BUrpick,
Sendic Ofice Building,
Washington, D.C,

DEAR SENATOR BURDICK: The Trenton School Board and superintendent of
gehools are rogiesting your support for H. R. 5181 for the Trenton School district.
Without Impact funds far the Trenton School, our financial position would he
quite serious, What seems to be happening o our school district is that we have
an Increase in state funding and are experiencing a decrease in federal funding,
80 we are going to be left short on funds again if this happenis.

> Without the federal funds, our school will not he abhle to financially run the
Programs we are now running and we will have to make several cutbacks if this
happens. We strongly urge you to support federal funding for~education in our

state. Thank you. .
Sincerely, .
LEARY G. GETz, Superintendent.
. .o . CHARLES PATCH, President of Board.
)

Q Bl : ) |
EMC 1 Ry . .

'
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J[Telegram) . . - ,‘

SournsworTH, N.H., 4pril 15, 1975.
Re: Elementary-Secondary Vocational Education.
Hon. CanL PERKINS, %
Education Subcommittee, Washington, D.C.

Dran REPRESENTATIVE PERKINS: The Somersworth School Board has voted
unanimously to urge passage of HR 5181 ag proposed by you. Failure to pass prom-
ises cutback in teaching and other positions and diminished qualjty of educa-
tion in a year when this community is faced with a parochial school closing ajong
wx‘tythe bad economy. Appreciate your help in this effort.

JoHK H. POWERS,

~ - Superintendent of Schools.

u

1
N .

!Toxemm] sy
- PorTsaouTH, N.H., Apiil 14, 1975, '

Hof?, CarL Pmmcmsl,l : . .
Chairman, House Education Committee, Washington, D.C.

Twax CoNGnessMAN PerkiNs: It is imperative that your bill to postpone
until the fall of 1976 the taking effect' of the damaging authorization bill passed
last summer in regard to impact aid be voted on favorably.

The Portsmouth, New Hampshire school district as well as surrounding school”

, districts will experience finapcial chaos if the cuts proposed by the U.S.O.E.
are realized. :

Thanks for your help and support.

. ' Timority MONAHAY,

& ~. Superintendent of Sc?\wola.
-* \ * ' )
i ‘a
i .
- -
» ~ :
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»
]
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OVERSIGHT HEARINGS ON THE IMPACT AID LAWS
AND TESTIMONY ON H.R. 5181

TUESDAY, APRIL 15, 1975

Hovse oF REPRESENTATIVES,
: SUBCOMMITTEE ON ELEMENTARY, SECONDARY AND
Vocaronan Epvearion, Conanrrer on Eovearton axn Lanor,
T : ) . Washington. D.C.
The subcommittee met at 9:40 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 2173,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. (*ax] D. Perkins (chairman of
the subcommittee) presiding.
Members present : Representatives Perkins, Lehman, Blouin. Mottl,
- Hall, Quie, Pressler, and Goodling.- ., .
. Staff members present : John F. Jennings, subeommittee counsel ;
“ Chiistophér I, Cross, minorify senior edncation specialist,
Chairman PERRTNS. A quorum is present,
- . It is a great pleasure for me to welcome hefore the subcommittee
this'morning one of onr most distinguished Members in the U.S, Con-
_ gress, Mr. Sikes from Florida. Mr. Sikes has always supported our
education legislation and especially has supported the expansion of
" the impact aid program which benefits so many school djstricts he-
cause of the defense and military installations in the country that have
congumed a lot of taxable lands: A
Severdl .questions hate arisen concerning the new amendments of
_ Public Law 93-380. It is a great. pleasure for me to welcome Mr. Sikes
here on this occasion. He has with him this morning Mr, Pledger Sul-
livan, the deputy assistant superintendent from his home county. We
will hear these witnesses. ‘
Congressman Sikes, you proceed in any manner you prefer.

STATEMENT OF HON. ROBERT L. F. SIKES, A REPRESENTATIVE IN
CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF FLORIDA, ACCOMPANIED BY
PLEDGER SULLIVAN, DEPUTY SUPERINTENDENT, OKALODSA
COUNTY, FLA. - ' B

Mr. Sigeg, Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman,

~ First let meexpress my great.commendation for the ontstanding and
tireless efforts that yvou personally have made ajid that your commit-
tee has made for better education for America. e have gained greatly
in this field under your chairmanship. ) -
“I appreciate your interest in allowing me to make this presentation.
As you know. T visited with you several weeks ago in the company of

" the distinguished superintendent of schools of my home county of

(153) ’
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Okaloosa in Florida nglout a subject of particular concern to him and
to.all of the school authorities of my State and to me. Following that
meeting with you, I have ascertained that Governor Reubin Askew
. of Florida also is apprehensive of the effect of language contained ih
the Education Amendments of 1974, Public Law 93-380. T have asked
for this time in order to urge that the language in question be stricken
from the law. ] ,

Section 5(d)3 of Public Law 81-874, as amended, provides that if a
State has in effect a program of State aid—the Florida education
finance program established by the 1973 legislature does provides for
an equalizatiodprogram—for free public education among the local
educational agencies of that State, payments under the act—Public
Taw 874—may be taken into consideration by such State in determin-
ing (1) the relative financial resources nvni{able to local educational
agencies in that State and (2) the relative financial need of sucl: ugen-
cies for the provisions of free public education for children served by
such agency subject to the provisions in this section. :

The above amendment, Mr. Chairman, authorizes the Legislature of
the State of Florida to utilize impact funds allocated to esch eligible
county in determining the amount of State funds to be received for
education funding. Tﬁis could result in the eventual loss of approxi-
mately $16,733,911.82 annually in State funds now available to cer-
tain counties in impact funds. I believe there are 21 counties in the
State of Florida which could be adversely affected by this amendment.
As many as eight other States may be similarly affected—I am told it -
is seven. .

It is now proposed in the Florida Legislature that a measure be en-
acted into law which would count Federal impact funds asa part of
total school revenue. This, in simple terms, means that the counties
now receiving impact funds would no longer have the full amount of
the funds which are specifically appropriated by Congress for their
schools. The State does not propose to make up for this deficit to im-
pact area counties. That means the impacted counties would have to
endure lower school standards. . .

The facts of life being what they are, it must he assumed that the
State legislators who represent the remaining 44 counties of the State
would vote to take this money from the counties which now are receiv-
ing it in order to gain more money for their own counties. In simple .
terms. it looks like a stacked declk unless the language is taken from
the Federal law. We simply don’t have sources of revenue in the coun-
ties to replace that which would be lost to the students and the schools
in the counties affected.

The State of Florida. with current provisions for funding public
cdueation, does not have a true equalization formnla that guarantees
an amount of money for every student, regardless of the county that
he lives in.

This loss in Federal impact funds would violate the original intent
of the concept of impact legislation, which was to guarantee school
hoards sufficient funds to provide adequate educational programs for
dependents of federally connected employees—both military and
civilian—who were. moved into a county as a result of governmental
defense activities, regardless of the financial resources of a county or
State.
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There are other Federal funds being received by counties in Florida
that cé()sely parallel the concept of the impact aid program. These are
not cdrrently being considered in my State as local revenue in the
State's equalization program. 1 vigorously contest the Kederal (iovern-
‘ment's position in allowing the use of impact funds as required local
effort. If the philosophy of the State is to nse Federal funds available
to this State for equalization, then there are many other Federal funds

_and State funds currently received by other counties that should be
\ considered if the equalization {)hilosophy is to be funded in a fair and

equitable manner to each student regardless of where he lives.

For example, the Cuban refligee program, Public Law 87-515 pro-
vides approximately $11,500,000 for impact Cuban refugee students;
Public Law 8910, Elementary and Secondary Education Act provides
$47 million for students of parents in low-income categories; Voca-
tional and Technical Federal Acts of 1963 provides $14,500,000; Neigh-
borhood Youth Corps, Department of Labor Economic Opportunity
Act of 1064, title IB, provides for $3.600,000 (Manatee County receives
%4-48,000 in this program compa red to zero dollars received by Okaloosa
(County) ; and several counties in the State are receiving revenue from
oil royalties that are not currently being considered as local required
offort in the State's equalization formula.

The total amn~unt received from Federal sources is $113.733.011.82 to
the State. It would appear that the isolation of a mere $16,756,676 in

«  impact funds to be used in solving Florida’s revenue problem in fund-
ing the equalization progran is not only inéquitable but an exercise in
futility.

The State of Florida™® curient method of funding public education,
which includes an equalization factor, has been in effect for a period of
only 2 years. The economic problems in Florida this current year
resulted in the State having to prorate revenue to State and local
agencies. It would appear that if this trend continnes, the use of impact
funds to equalize the State revenue would result in a decreasing amount
of total dollars available for students iii'the affected counties,

Wo have an excellent rapport with the military establishment in the
various counties and appreciate very much the economic impact that
these defense installations have in each instance in my county. This
plus State forest lands has resulted in hatf of the land not being on
the tux rolls and available for taxation. We do feel that we have a com-
mitment to pupils of military personnel, civil service personnel, civilian
contractors. as well as all pupils. to provide the very best education:!
program possible. ‘This would not he possible under the language which
I have asked that voudelete. .

On hehalf of the superintendents 2l school hoards of the affected
counties, the military copfinuency. and the people of each county. I
want to sincerely ask you'to support full funding of hoth A anil - B

o pupils pursuant to Public Law 87 or st least the present level of fund-
ing and to delete the provision that atlows impact funds as reqaired
loeal effort for a State equalization program.
~ Accompanying me this morniug s Mr, Pledger Sullivan of the
Okaloosa County school system. He is deputy superintendent and a
man fully informed on the subject of impact aid which has been very
important to the Okaloosa County school system. T believe he 18 in posi-
tion, Mr. Chairman, to answer any questions which you may have

Q
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about the general effoét of this language on our State and the more
specific effect on the schools o f our home county of Okaloosy.

do appreciate very much your courtesy in hearing me this morning,

Chairman Perkins, We will hear Mr. Sullivan's testunony and then
I'will have a question for botl, of you.

Mr. Sikes, Very good. -

Chairman Pexgins, We will tay the fountition for the Commis-
sioner who is going to follow you gentlemen, ’

Goahead, Mr. Sullivap;

Mr. Stvirivan. In Okalgosa County we bresently have 26,200 sty-
dents. Of those 26.200 students a proximately 13,000 are affected by
impact legislation. The problem t&mt we have hadin the past 8 to 10
Years of providing 4 quality education program for these youngtsers
on & year-to-year basis has'been o matter of proration from year to
year and a problem without fisea| platning. I would urge and recom-
mend to you that Yyou strike the language in 9(d)3 because of tye lack
of an equalization formula in Florida that is equitable to each county,

For instance, at the bresent time under our existing equalization
formula there is g 17-pereent variable with the cost of iving index in
the current formuly, There is also a maximum millage that we are
atlowed to levy in each county in Florida of 8 mills, We have to par-
ticipate in the State programn with 6 mills leaving another variable of
2 mills from connty to county to connty that would further create, [
think, an inequitability in the equalization formula,

)  faetor that we-have i an“adjolning county, that county
collects oil royalties that are not being considered as t he. (‘ongrossma?

stated,

The fourth point T would like to make concerning the i}mdequatp
equglization formula in Floridy js that we have not had this funding
program in effect for< Fears. It is not at all stable at this time. What
we need in Okaloosa County is some stability with Public Law 874
whereby we can plan from yearto year to year for an edueational pro-
gram for these youngsters, '

Chatrman Perkiys. Let me thank you for your statement. Mr,
Sikes, I will not 20 Into many questions since we want the (‘fommis-
sioner to follow You gentlemen this morning about thjs equalization
provision. I don't know what his explanation will be hut I myself
believe that the way m.uz&;;\ of Fducation iy interpreting this
amendment it will bhe prejudicimhagainst poorer counties. I note that
the Office of Education tells us that Okaloosa County is about at the ‘,
bottom 5 percent in expenditures in Florida so it is one of the poorer
cowtities,as I take it, within the State of 1., ida. ‘

It would help us if you, Superintendent Sullivan, conld document
this for us and indicate exactly how much-you would lose in impact aid
due to this amendment. A pe You going to receiy anyucrease 1n State
funds? Would vou want to expand on that just g little /
A"WI'LLI\',\N. Yes, sir, T will be happy to respond to that ques-
tion. We would lose approximately $2.8 million with the equalization >
formula that we now have in Florida,

7 Chairman Perkins. And on State funds——

Mr. Svriivan. No. sir. We will not get any additional funds from

the State. This past year we were prorated at 3 percent hecause of the
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economic cohditions in the State of Florida, Every county in the State
was prorated at 3 percent of the current level of the funding for this
rear 50 the point was well taken a minnte ago. What we are doing in
lorida, we are equalizing downward rathér than upward so far us our
funding 1s concerned.
J Chairman Periiss. I see vour point. T hope the committee will aot-
this straightened out. ( .
Mr. Hall, do yon have any ¢ nestions at this time !
Mr. HarL. No qestions, Mr. Chairman.
Chairman Prriins. Counsel. .
Mr. JExxines, What s the total budget for the distriet! You suid
you would lose , |
Mr. SteLivas. Our total budget for this year is 19 million,
Mr. JExsixas. How much have you been receiving from nupact aid?
Mr. Strrivan. We have been receiving from impact aid approxi-
mately 2.6 to 2.9. .

Mr. Jesnixas. Does the Florida plan equalize all local expendi-
tures? Is it designed to do that ¢ ' ’ :

Mr. Strivay. Equaliggalld No, sir.

Mr. Jexvivas, Under the terms of this new amendment to Public
Law 874 the State could only take into account that proportion of loeal
expenditures which are equalized by the State so the $2.8 million is very
high.

_____ ih,_su_um#'[hm is correct, sir, at this time but it has been our

guage under provisions of Public Law 874 and it might hot happen in
this case. For the pust 8 years Okaloosa County has heen losing noney,
not gaining any ({()llurs'ut all. We still have the students but the pro
rata section—section 6-—is funded 100 percent. The 25-percent factor
under the Dirksen amendment affecting the bill, they are funded 100
percent,

_ We are funded at 90 percent of our A’s and we were funded about 68
Eercent of onr I3's. The new langsage in the law will resnit in our

eing funded at about 60 percent, 50 percent and 40 percent. Sp it
_appears that cach time new language—and this is why I am saving
that we are very apprehensive about the equalization langnage. There
are a lot of relatively unknown factors from year to year t wut could
create o variable in Okaloosa County planning for 26.000 students and
it appears that each and every time, a8 I stated before, that we have new
language in the law it results in a loss of funds for Okaloosa County:
that we have no way of replacing.

Mr. Jexyinas. I would like to point out that part of the problem
you refer to is not a problem with the authorizing language bat rather
a problem with the appropriations process.

Mr. Seravas., That is right.

Mr. Juxsinas. Where the appropriations have not been adequate.

Mr. Svrrivan, That is correet. . ‘ :

Mr. JExNINGs, Are you saying this year you have lost $2.8-million’?

Mr. Struivax. No,sir. If the State Jaw is passed

Mr. Jexyivas. And if the Commissioner certifies Florida.

Mr. Svriivan. If the Commissioner certifies Florida as being eligi-
ble, then it would result in a loss of $2.8 million, ‘

Mr. Jex~ines. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

58-348—75——11
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Chairman Prrkins. Any further questions?

Mr. Cross.

Mr. Cross. No questions.

Chairman Perkins. Let me ask vou. Mr. Sullivan, would it be your
suggestion to the committee.that we postpone all the new amendments
that were enacted last vear for at {onst 1 vear until we are able to
explore and probe deep in order to ascertain the true effeets of those
amendmenis and how they affected the impacted school districts
throughout the country? )

Mr. Surrivan. Absolutely. I would concur in that 100 percent. I

* would think a year's moratorium would be wise and give each super-
" intendent fromaffected districts like ours an ogportunjty to give input
as to the problems that we currently have with——

Chairman Perkixs. Presently with the law as it is written now

you will not have time and no one will know the aftercffects unless
we do postpone,

Mr. SuLLivan. Absolutely. That is correct.

Chairman Periins. We have a bill to that effect and I certainly hope
that we can pass it.

"Mr. Scrrvan. Tappreciate your help.
Chairman Perxins. Mr. Blouin, any questions?
Mr. BrouiN. No. ’ '

Chairman Perkins. Mr. Goodling, any questions?

Chairman Perxins, Well, let me thank you distinguished witnesses
this morning and especially you, Congressman Sikes, for calling this
problem to our attention. A

We are now going to see what Commissioner Bell has to say.

Mr. Srxes. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. We appreciate
the opportunity.

Chairman Prrkins. We hope the Commissioner will agree to the -
postponement of these amendments,

Come around, Commissioner Bell. ,

Commissioner Bell_identify yourself for the record and procced
accordingly. Identif_y(ﬂw gentlemen who appear with you; ? know
several of them. I have been around here a long time. :

STATEMENT OF HON. TERREL H. BELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDU-
CATION, DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WEL-
FARE, ACCOMPANIED BY CHARLES M: COOKE, JR.' DEPUTY
ASSISTANT SECRETARY FOR LEGISLATION (EDUCATION), DE-
PARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE: ALBERT
L. ALFORD, ASSISTANT COMMISSIONER FOR LEGISLATION, OF-
FICE OF EBUCATION; AND WILLIAM STORMER, ACTING DIREC.
TOR, DIVISION OF SCHOOL ASSISTANCE IN AFEDERALLY

AFFECTED AREAS, BUREAU OF SCHOOL SYSTEMS, QFFICE OF
EDUCATION

Dr. Berr. Mr. Chairman, we are pleased to be before this com-
mittee again. I wonld like ta commend and ad 1ib that we appreciate’
the great influence upon American education that this committee has
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had through the years and that the chairman has 'ad. It is a pleasure |
to be before you even when I don’t alwayvs ngree on various issues and
there may be two or three that we Liay not agree on this morning,
Mr. Chairman. : ’

.1 am pleased to introdv-c Mr. Charlie Cooke, Deputy Assistant
Secretary for Legislation in our Department ; Mr. Bill Stormer, who
is the Acting Director of the Division that administers impact aid;
and then Dr. Al Alford, wno is Assistant Commissioner for Legislation.

I have a very brief statement, Mr. Chairman, and T will read it for
the record, if that is all right. It is only three pages.
Chairman Perins, You may proceed. ‘

Dr. BeLL. We appreciate the opportunity to present our respojise to
some of the conderns raised by your committee members since we last
testified on the subject on February 27. I would also like to comment on -
your related proposal to deiny implementation of some of the impact
aid provisions of Public Law 93--380. ' e

In our previous testimony we discussed in some detail the number of*
additional steps required to determine local education agency pay-
inents, including the complications of scme four “hold harmless” pro-
visions. I feel that duriny that hearing and subsequently there has been
considerable misunderstanding about our ability to administer the
new impact aid program and I would like to clear up that misap-
prehension. .

— ~Thg feast accurate impact aid data is that which relates to low-rent
housing and the new handicapped category. As you know, we have
never required the submission of such data, and since payments have
never been made for low-rent housing\pupils there has been no incen-
tive for school districts to collect that data if they qualified on the
basis of other pupils. However, low-rent data have been submitted to
us on & voluntary basis by many school districts. In addition, we have
obtained low-rent housing pupil data collected by the impacted area
aid school group through a special survey. In our estimates, we have
used the higher of either our figures or those provided by TAASG
which is the impact aid organization. b

The IAASG survey also collected estimates of the number of pos-’
sible “extra payment” handicapped children which we have used.
We think the handicapped item 18 so small in 4magnitude that any
variation in these counts will not have an appreciable effect on the
school districts involved. ) :

We have gathiered all of the other Jata from our officialfiles which
wonld, of course. be subject to change based on applications filed
January 31 of next ye for fised] vear 1976, Overall we feel the esti-
mates [hased upou 1975 data projected to 1976] will have a reasonable
relationship to.actual payments. though not quite the accuracy we
would have on the old program data which has been processed for
many years. We have provided you with estimates for each school
district based on this data.

I might say parenthetically that the items transmitted and an ex-

- planation of the data are inchided in 2 memo that has been provided
to -the committee staff yesterday and copies are available for the
committee. . . '

I would like to point out that our actual payments for fiscal year
1976 will depend not upon these or any other estimates but actual

’
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data submitted by school districts, Therefore, T want to emphasize
once more that we fully expect to hewble to wdminister the pew impuet
aid provisions, Any intérpretation to the contrury we would suggest
18 erroncous, . ,

At presentwe expeet to send to sehool districts in September forms
which will Fequire the necessary new data for handieapped childven

cand public housing cliddren, We will progeam one computer to handle

this data and should He able to calenlate exact sehool dictrict allot-
ments starting in February o Murdh, As fina) Payuients do ot
normally ocenr until (he carly part of the fiseal year following the
Year of appropriations, we il have accurate data months before
final payments ure made, .

With reference to [LR, 5181, your proposal to delay the effective
date of cortuin wmendnents to the impact aid legislatjon. wedo not
believe it would provide aiv appreciable relief for the adnrinist ratjve
wroblems we fyuce, If anvthing. Waraygnake our admingst rative probh-
Ivnm WOorse ats it actual)v retains thosd purts of Public Law 93 3s0
which are or will he causing us the mos problems, For instance, [1.12.
O8] \\'nuw fund both low-rent honsing wrid the extra Paynient for
handicapped children of milttary personnel, "I'hese are the two data
buses we Delieve require further refinement.

It wonld ulso iniplement *hold harmless™ provisions which are un-
other source of complication in the new low, While it wonld delay ing-
plementation of the tier svstem of pnyment und the variahle payment
rates, we believe there gre cqnity ndvantages to the varinh)e rates, If
weare going to hinve to ultinately implement the tiep Systenn, we would
prefer to do it now, sinee we hyve alvendy hegimn to take the Hecessary
steps tomake these provisions offectiye, :

My collengues and T will he happy to respond to questions an
will he most Aeased, of course, to respond to further discussion on tle
matter raised by the Congressman from Okaloosa County in Florida,

[ The memorandum referred to follows | ‘

s ~ Arrin 14,1075,
Memofandum from: Acting Director: IMviston of Nehaol Assistanee in Federally
Affected  Areas, ‘ .
To s Stafr Asistanty,
House Bducation and Labor Connnittee,
Subeommittee on Elementary, Secandary, and Voeationn] Fduestion,
Subject : SAd° A Dy, ) -
Copies of t]he following materials were delivered April 7.
© AP LKL KT T Esthmntes Based on Fiseal Yenr. TR Apphyation Pata and
Tmpact Aid Group Data on Publie Hnyghim:“un«l Handitappund Py ments, tADA.
Entitlementy, Pavments, mmd TTold b fin e Hems Reported by Sclhoa Dyisttficr)
CThiree or fonre Volunes, 2063 pages) -
B. PO S1 874 1076 Estimgres Based on Risen) Yorr 1975 Appliendon Dy
and Linpatet Afd Group Data on Publje Mousing and Hupdicapied (Selioal Dis.

.

Mrict S ries by Congressional Districty (f Volume, 230 Py,

CoPL SESTE Fisenl Year 1954 bt and 1976 Estimatos bsed ofl Fiseal
Year 1975 Applicntion Daty anddmpaet_Add Growp Dot on 'ablie Housing nnd
Handleapped tRntitlements mnl_}‘n‘\'mvnm‘P'is(-gl Yenr 1974 Fisent Yenr 1974,
Present Law. asd Fleem Yeur 1976-1.1, '3 3809 (1 Volume, 206 pages) .

DR S-S T4 1976 Estinintes Buased on Fiseal Yenr 1075 Application Daty and
Tmpnet Ald Group atn on Public Housing and l'hlnnll(‘nppv-(l Payments (State
Totals for ADA, Entitlement, 39Pigrs Sum Tiers #1 and 2, Hold-harinless Pro-

Syisions, and Sym Tiers #1 and 2 plus highest llol(]—ll:lrnll(-sg; (S pages),

E

Comments on the data subwmitted follow : -
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" The report iﬂ based ou the numlwr of Federal (luldren claimed in connectu)n :

“with eligible Federab properties in Fiscal Year 1975 applications filed for Janu-
ary 31, 1975 cut off date. The number of childrgp in membership are claimed,

‘-therefore, it Iy necessary for payment purposesjto es{imate the number that

will be in average daily attendance (untii the actual total number in average
daily. attendance is reported by the school (hstrict followiug the Llose of the s¢hoot
year).

Some school distriets encompass more than one esunty lnn present data in-
clude only the maiting address, Thus, for the present, only one county has been
identified for suc h a school district, In these cases some ehildren who should

be cutegorizvd" as “'in the same county .as the b(.h()Ol distriet” will have been’

placed in the cutcgoh ‘out of county”,

LOW-RENT HOUSING PUPIL DATA ‘ !

These data represent an aceumulation of the highest fighre reported for an in-
dividual school district in its P.L. 874 upplicntiun, in the special survey con-
ducted by the Impact Arens School Group, or in sofne Instances, data furni\hed by
the Library of (,(nngr(-ss (The majority of the data was obtained from the P.L.
N7+ applications filed in Fis(al, Year 1975.)

Of the larger cities only school districts serving eight cities are not reflected -

in the total of 68K9066 pupils in ADMA associated with low-rent housing. These
cities include Phoenix, Senttle, Tucoma, Spokane, Portland, Indianapolis, Cleve-

land and Albuquerque. Certaiuly, when dats for these cities are provided the

ADA figures will rise. However, it is questioned whether 200,000 or more ADA
will be addfd to the Current estimated number. Pupils in eight cities wiil not

¢ prmidv tha{ increase. It is doubtful that many school districts, generally located

in the NSouthern regions of the natlon, which are not how applicants under P.L.
¥74 will have sufficient low-rent housing pupils in ADA to meet the minimum
number of 400 or 3 percent to qualify for aqsmmnce R

In previous years we have separated an “A” public hmmng child into two
8" portions in order to fund the “B” portion that ix unrelated to public housing.
the language of the new amendinents establishing varying rates of payments For
subeat ies of “A” and "B children appears to proliibit such separate ‘B
portions™n 1976, In thix special report, any child in either an A or “B” sub-
category that is associated with public housing has not been fundéd in Payment
Tier 2.

- SPECIAL EDUCATION PUPIL DATA

Of the data contained in this report, these are the most susceptlble to question.
No similar information is contained in P.L. 874 applications subnitted for Fiscal
Year 1075, No information is available from sources other than the Impacted
Aregs NSchool Group survey. From the approximately 1500 forms submitted by the
lntter group. school districts reported 5788 Special Education ADA in approved
special education programs,

If children of parents in the Uniformed Services requiring special education
represent 2 to 2.5 percent (our previous estimates) of the total of such children
then the above data retlect between 40 or 30 percent of the estimated AD.\ in this
category. - ‘

. The mimber of special education pupils claimed separately in eategories “A”
and “B” Uniformed Services-represent identical percentages Ys of 1 per-
cent) of the total AD N iuench eategory.,

Onr present interpretation of the new amendments relative to special educa-
tion ix fhat sueh additionnl sums are provided for handieapped children of par-
entts in the Uniforuted Services only, and not alse for handieapped Indian chil-
dren. Thus, data were songht for only the handicapped chitdren with parentq in
thie Uniformed. Sorn(es

S8ECTION 3(e) ]

No estimhates _w‘ore made for section 3i(e) in either 1973 or 1978, Mdny school
dixtricts would not yet have applied for 1973 and since the same number of chil-

. dren were used for both 1975 and 197R&. the data would not showmay decrease in

1976. Initial data indieate continulng decreases in Federal attendance : a number

of school districts could be expected to apply under Section 3(e) in 1975. A num-

bher.may also be expected to apply in 1476: however. benefits under the “new”

3(e) effectlve in 1976 are substantinlly levs than the benefits provided through -

- .
Id
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1975. This would not hold true for dintriCts N&\il) impacted mth publie hous-
1Ing children who might quulify under 3(e) in 1976—their entitlement in 1976
: would be 90 percent of 1975 entiticment even though they were not actually paid
 in 1975.

i

ELIGIBILITY
. Every year a number of applicants d¢b not meet the 3 percent (or 400) eligi-
bility requircment. They are eligible for entitlement' it they met the three per-
cent requirement in the previpus year or they are eligible for half their entitie-
ment if they niet the three percent requirement in the second preceding year.
The 1975 Auta base way esfabjished by the receipt of applications for this year,
If such applicants: (1) -were gutitled to only half their entitlement in 1974, (2)
were older/applicants but ngl estimated to recelve entitlewment in 1974, or (3)

. were new applicants, a tesgSvas made to check their meeting the three percent (or -
400) requirement. If the school district -met this test their data were entered
" into the 1975 datu bage. Tf they did not meet the test only the uame of the schouol
district was malntained in the file to indicate the receipt of an application. Thn-,
i the report.which indicates estimates for several years, some distriets will
show data for 1974 oniy and some will show data for 1975 and 1976 but not for
1974. Some will not show data at all. The eligible or ineligible status of all 19%3
applicants wi}l be firmly eﬂmbllshed by an individual review of an applicant’s

Initial and final data.
- . SECTION ¢

Al

It should 'be noted that Section 6,requires n separate appropriation or a speei-
fied amount within a general appropriation, It is not included within Payment

Tiers 1 and 2. The amount for Section 6 ($46,000,000) must be added to the total
reported for Payment Tiers 1 and 2. \

HOLD-HARMLESS PROVISIONS

} i Separate total amounts for each of the four hold-harmless provisions have
been estimated on the basis of full funding Payment Tiers 1 and 2. In addition,
we have_emphasized that if all four hold-harmiess provisions are intended to
be fundeq, only the highest of -the four should be paid to an applicaut. Therefore,
the repprt shows a total of I'u)ment Tiers 1 and 2 aud the highest hold-harmless
amount, f
e "¢’ PROVISIONS ’

The comt ‘ation for the hold-harmless provision relative to out-of-county and
out-of-Ntat. 14" children in _the special rcxmrt includes the ned B(1) status nf
. formert ellglbl(- but now ineligible, “A™ ¢hild in the total number of B’
However, . 1e "B loss of the former “A” child has not been inciuded because \\c
do not believe that the provision intends to hgld-harniless any “A" loss either
partial or full, Thig results in a larger number of "B lgsses” necessary to meet
the 10 peicent (of total B's) ta qualify for the provision and therefore seems to

be unfairN The estimate for this provision is high because the computation was
based on t 1 1975 payment rather than 1975 B payment only. Time did not
permit, correction of this error. It is in the process of being recalculated,

~

“B" PROVISIONS

The only methed we could quickly devise to estimate the hold-harmless provi-
sion relative to°“base closings” in the tite permitted for the special report re.
sulted in identifying all potential applicants and a much higher amount of this
provision (after funding Payment Tiers 1 and 2) than we know is necessary. T'he
total decreased in Federal attendance for those school districts claiming proper-
ties announced April 17, 1973 and Marceh 5,.19775 as decreasing in Federal activity
or+closing were used to compute estimates. These estimates are being refined to
exclude decreasessother than those relating (hrvotlv to the specitic Federal ac-
tivity announced for decreaqe and/or closing, .

3
“D"” PROVISION

The estimate for the hold-harmless provision relative to publie housing is in
error to the extent that it iucludes amounts for Seetion 2, Thix will be corrected,
) L . WrirriaM L. STORMER.

g
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Chairman Perxins. Mr. Commissioner, it is my understanding
from your testimony that the Office of Education has not itself con-
ducted any special surveys concerning all these new amendments that
“were ruled into the impacted law last year to analyze the effects they
will have on the various school districts due to the loss of funds.

Now it scems that you are instead relying on incomplete data in
your own files, and on an admittedly incomplete survey by the impact
school group to make your estimates. If that s correct, why haven't

ou conductegl any special comprehensive surveys? It was our clear
intent to deliy all of these amendments for 1 year in order to give the
Commissioner of Education time to analyze their effects.

It also seems that you did nothing about these amendments until
February 27 when we conducted a hearing, and then you produced
jncomplete estimates on April 5, a mere 85 days before the amend-
ments were to go into effect. Don't you think that you were a little
lax and didn't take your responsibilities seriously enough, maybe
because of the lack of time, since these amendinents are so far reaching
and that you need more time now before these amendments should be

ut into effect, Mr. Commissioner ? Answer those questions.

Dr. BerL. Yes, Mr. Chairman. First of all, I would indicate that
the estimates that we have we think are reasonably accurate but not
entirely precise, but as I indicated

Chalrman Perxkins. Those estimates are based on surveys mad
impacted areas throughout the country.

Dr. BerL. That is true. But the point that I made in my testimony,
is that we will have hard data when the applications are submitted and
they will be submitted far enough in advance since these amendments
not take effect until fiscal year 1976.

Chairman Perkixs. There is no way that you can get-hard data .
until next year? Am I correct about that?

Dr. Beir. That is true but we are not allocating the money until
next year. When we get down to the final allocations, Mr. Chairman,
we will have the hard data and we will be able to make these.allocations.

Chairman Perkixs. Don’t you think that we should delay the amend-
ments a year in order to get this hard data and in order that we would
know really what we dre doing? . ‘

Dr. BeLr.Well, the poinj that I made in my testimony is that the
two areas where we have the least accurate data are the areas that you

% are going to continue, that you are not going to delay for a year;
namely, the public housing and the handicapped. Now these are the
areas which we are struggling with for data and these are the areas
that your present bill proposes to leave in effect. So those that are
the most troublesome for us are the ones that your present bill leaves
in effect at thé present time, Mr. Chairman.

Chairman Perkins. Mr. Commissioner, if I nnderstand you cor-
rectly, you state that the problem with H.R. 5181 is that-although 1t
delays most amendments to impact aid it would retain the two amend-’
ments causing the Office of Education the most problems—the pro-
vision giving additional, payments for handicapped children of mili-
tary parents and the provision giving payments to school districts
for low rent public housing chilgren. I would like to point out two
facts from your own testimony which I feel disputes that assertion.

i
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First, vou admit in your testimony that the handicapped item is of
such magnitude that any variation in these counts which vou have
been using will not have any appreeiable effect on the school districts -
mvolved. Therefore, if the handicap provision presents no problem
interms of implementing the amendments on July 1, it should present
no problem i aceepting HRL 5181 since the ln:nu‘li(':lppv(l amendment
is identical in both, Am I correct in that statement ?

Dr. Beri., Well, I would coneede, Mr. Chatrman, that the provision
for handicapped children is going to require a relatively small amount
of money.

Llmirman Perkins, Idon't think we are far apart there and I think
that :
I, Bern. On the housing it is a different matter.

Chairman Prrrins. Lets take the public housing provision where
yvou admit you are presently using incomnplete data in making vour
estimates since-school districts serving eight large cities, including
Cleveland and Indianapolis, have not submitted any public housing
data and since many other school districts have probably underesti-
mated their count of such children. There is a major difference, how-
ever, in using this incomplete data as between ILR. 5181 and the
amendment scheduled to go into effect on July 1. -

Under HLR. 5151, $63 million must be paid off the top of apy ap- -
propriation for impact to school districts for public housing students.
Additional payments for publie housing students can be made on
only half, all other A and B children haye been paid in full.’ ;

On the other hand, under the amendm&nts you support any school
district reporting any pnblic houging students’in fiscal vear 1976 must.
be paid for 25 percent of those students’ entitlements under the first
tier. So any miscalculation or underestimate of the number of public
housing children can have serious repercussions.

Don’t you think that would be most inequitable. Mr. Commissioner,

~1f vou undertook to go ahead and implement this public housing pro-

vision without any satisfactory data at all? .
Dr. Bene, T would like to ask Mr. Stormer to respond to this.
Mr. Strormrer. Mr. Chairman /our estimates are hased on data which

“we collected from the fiseal year 1975 applications. T helieve this is

the first time we have Been able to project on current data and with
respect to the low rent housing category pupils, onr data currently
show 700,000 pupils in this area. We believe this is a reasonable esti-
mate. .

We have highlighted the fact that we have seanned arfl identified
that there are roughly eight larger cities and school distriets which
service them which have not supplied the data for those tvpes of
voungsters, Following review of applications and survey data that
came in following the antomatic data processing runs, we picked up
the data from Cleveland and from some other cities and we have ,
picked up only an additional 20,000 pupils. We do have a theory that
we are going tohe somewhere in that neighborhood of 700,000 to 900,-
000 pupils.

Chairman Perkins. You nre still doing an awful lot of speculating,
don’t vou think?

Mr. Storyer. T think we have mentioned that there are a number
of low rent housing unitg lotated in school districts and those school

districts are the type that will )

a




T

165

Chai..nan Perrins. My question is, you are speculating in that,
connection.

Dr. Bews. I think “estimating” is a more accurate terin than “specu-
lating.”

Mr., Stormer. Just as an illustration, for example

Chairman Perxins. I asked the question if it was not speculation
and the Commissioner states that he thinks “estimating” 1 4 more
accurate term. Whether it is speculating or estimating, you have no
hard data, do you? :

Mr. StorMER. Yes, sir, I think we do have hard data in the 700,000
count we have at the present time. I believe, as an example, the New
York City count of housing ——

Chairman Perkivs. Let me ask you another question. .\ week ago the
Comumissioner sent the Congress regulations for some of the minor
1975 amendments to the impact aid laws. It is my understanding
though that these regulations do not include the most important
amendment., the one dealing with equalization. Furthermore, vou
have not sent Congress any regulations at all for the fiscal 1976 amend-
ments, the major amendments revising the entire impact program.

How can you expect to implement those amendments beginning
July 1 whenyou have not written regulations for them and when in
fact, you have not even completed writing regulations for amend-.
ments which went into effect last July 1? Am I correct?

Dr. BELL. Yes, you are correct, Mr. Chairman, but we would point out
that we have moved first on the regulations that affect fiscal year 1975.
I would indicate that we think with the considerable degree of success
we have had in implementing this year's impact aid law with those
regulations just coming into effect, that we wil‘ be in much better shape
next year. We think that our régulations will be in place almost as
soori as the appropriation is completed. In fact, if appropriations come
from Congrgss about the same time as they did last year, we will be
in place far ahend of that time. So we don't see any problem at all
with our fiscal 1976 regulations.

Chairman Perkins. Mr. Quie, you ask any questions you want.,

Mr. Lenan (presiding). Mr. Quie.

Mr. Quik. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Commissioner, I recognize that you never asked the questions
before on public housing because you never had to. We had a law, but.
we didn’t put any money into it. While some might think you should
ask the questions anyway, I know you are not spending the money if
you don’t have to do1t.

To me this is similar to the problem we had when we started out
with title I of the Elementary and Secondary Kducation. Act. The
‘Federal Government did not know who was educationally disadvan-
taged, but they had some information on who was poor. The local
school district didn’t know who was poor, but they knew who was
educationally disadvantaged.

Although you don’t now know where all the public housing individ-
uals are, at least this information is quickly available to a local school
district, is it not ?

Dr. BeLr. Yes, and we think we will retrieve it in ample time to
administer and notwithstanding the fact that we don’t have it now,

Mr. Quie. When did you make the checks available for school aid?
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" Mr. Storsten. The first checks were made to approximately 30 dis-
tricts which are extremely heavily impueted during the period of
August and September. The bulk of the payweuts are made after the
\, applications’ deadline of January 31..

Mr. Quik. I notice those 30 school distriets are very unhkely to have
any public housing or any significant ——

Mr. Srorsen. Basically they are impacted districets,

Dr. Brrr. The point we should make for the rocord. Mr, Quie, and
I know you know it but I want to say it for the record, we have paid
initially and have for years on estimates and then we pay our final
paymeut after we get actual data. I think that is nmost miportant to
consider in this discussion so no one will have the impression that
payinents that ¢o out in the early part of the yearare final payments.
So there is no way to reconcile our books and to make the payments
quite as precisely as the entitlements say that they should be made
until after we have actual data, .

Mr. Quie. But the end of June to January, for those 30 school
districts, you make the payment. because of the oxtreme hardship of

the impact due to the Federal Establishiment rather than public
housing ¢

Dr. Beow. That. is correct. - )
Mr. Quie. So for anybody who then would have any amount or any

>

significant degree of publie housing, when would the first puyiments
be to those school districts? Would that be aftor Jantary 304

Mr. Srorsrerf It would be after January 30 and usnally it wonld be -

approximately the 1st of March, That is when the flow wonld begin.

Mr. Quir. So we are at least 10 months fron that time,

Mr. Storyer, That is correet,

Mr. Qeie. Now when are the final payvments made, when all the
mformation is in? :

Mr. Srorser. The final applications are received in September and
final pavments are madesin September after the conclusion of the
fiscal vear, Forexample, in fiseal year 1976 the tinal applications would
be tn September of 1977 and vou are really in another fiscal year,

Mro Quie. In other words, the first pavments hegin after the st of
Mareh?

Mr, Stormir. Right, ‘

Mr. Quie. And the gnal pavments would  —-

Mr, .‘i'rnu.\n-tn. Woddt begin,

Mre. Qe I fiseal 19777

Mr. Sroryen. Fiseal 1977

Mr. v These are the final payments in the 1976 fiseal vear?

MroSvorster. That s correct. .

Mr. Quir, So that means for the final payments we have at least a
year and a half? ’

My Srorver. That is right.
+Mr. Quie, So with 1o months hefore the beginning pavments are
made and a vear and a half before the tinal paviments are made, there
should not be anv reason why not only the lIacal school districts have
that information but alzo the 1.5, Office of Education,

Dr. Benn. That is right, sir. ‘

Tf Teonld. T didn’t respond accurately or fully to one of Mr, Perkins’
questions nhout the regulations on equalization. These regulations arg

»
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now completed and have been signed in my oflice. They are tentative
proposed rulemaking so the committee will have ample opportunity to
comment and give us advice on then, The regulations are now pendinﬁ
the Secretary’s signature and we anticipate that will happen this wee
or enrly next week, Mr. Chairman. So the equalization regulations are,
we think. in good shape. . ‘

Mr. Quie. 1 just wanted to ask those questions to make cort ain that
the members would have in perspective what we are talking about
rather than looking at the necessity of having all that decided by June
20 of this vear. There would be a good argument for a delay if all that
had to be known and payments made by June 30.

Dr. Be. ‘That is right, Mr. Quie. ) N

Mr. Quir. By that time [ think we will have had ample oppor-
tunity. I think those are good first step amendments that we have made
to the impacet aid law last year.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Leinays. Thank you. Mr. Quie.

M. Hall

Mr. Harn. T have no questions.

Mr. e, The gentleman from South Dakota, Mr. Pressler.

MrPressier. 1f there is a heavily impacted area. can you make ad-
vanced payments for schools to start up their operations without this
sort of additional data ? Tmean do you do that very often?

Dre. Brrn, Yes, Thisis n conimon practice every year but we reconcile
by our final date the amendments of the vear. This is common among
all of the States in allocating their funds. You make payments on tenta-
tive datn and some of them are estimates.

Mr. Prrsster. Then vou reconcile your final payments down to the
final dollars based on other data that you havein the vear?

Dr. BrLr. That must be reconeiled.

Mr. Prrsseer. What if you find you overpaid smnebody? - g
Dr. Bewr. Based upon the experience of this program, and we have
had considerable experience, that does not happen. We hold baclk !

enoueh to allow enongh slack for that not to happen. If it did happen,
of conrse we would ask for a repayment. [ £ the school system refused to
do it. we could reconcile it the following vear. There are plenty of
other Federal funds besides impaet aid that we could reconeile it
neninst <o that the Government wonld not be unjustifiably payinga dis-
triet in the unlikely event that that happened.
Mr. Piresseer. No further questions. Thank vou very mach.
Chairman Pergivs. Mr. Commissioner, you still feel that these reg-
“ulations in view of the time element, and in view of the fact there is
no hard data available. should not be delayed for another vear!
Dr. Brrs, Well, Mr. Chairnman, 1 think a vear’s delay is just-going
to postpone getting into 1t We have deliberated on this toa ('(){mi(lm'-

able oxtent. This is our view. We feel that we can implement the lasw.
As T tried to point out here in responding to Mr. Quie's questibns, we
are confident of our eapacity to get the data by then. T would sayv to
the chairman that T think we could have started earlier on this but I
would point ont that we have had the entire new act to implement.
(‘hairman Periivs. [ know we get busy amd have a tendency to pro-
erastipate but if we wounld have <tarted oven 6 months earlier T feel that
we could have come up with some Jdefinite information for the various
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impacted districts and would have known what was happening and
whether they would gain funds or lose funds, but to come ut this lte
hour without the proper studies being made and Buy we are going to
implement all these wmendments, I feel that we are legislating too much
i the dark. My, Commissioner, do You agree with that ¢

Dr. Beve, Well, I was not here until just before the law was passed
50 1 was not involved in the extensive hearings and dehberations that
went on concerning this act hefore it was passed.

Chairman Perkizs. From an ordinary viewpoint and from a good
administrative viewpoint and from your'traintng und experience as an
administrator, don't vou feel that we are implementing many of these
amendments-when we r ally do not know the true effects? Am 1 vor-
rect in that statement /

Dr. Brril Well, T feel that following the informatior that we have
processed in owr computers I have a higher level of contidence in our
ability than I did before.

One of the things that the administration feels strongly about is that
there are some elements of reform in this law that move not in enor-
mous steps but a couple tiny steps in the direction that the administra-:
tion would like to £0. 50 we are reluctant to give up that Opportunity.
We feel that our data are accurato enough especinlly when we reconeile
for the- - - :

Chairman Prerkins, 1 vield to the distingnished gentleman from
Minnesota.

Mr. Qe My question, M., Commissioner——-

Chairman Prrkins, If you will let me say this, T have several 4- 11
youngsters, ladies and gentlemen. from the great State of Kentueky
and Fam going to take them back here in this side room and chat with
them,

Mr. Quik. Could vou wait Just a moment becanse T am asking this
question for vour benetit,

Fwant to ask the Commnis<ione)- i we <honld adopt the Chairman's
bill. Would that in any way reduce the administrative problems that
you have? -

Dr. Bevn. It is our Judgment that it would not do it appreeiablyv, Tt
may to a smalhextent but we don't think % would make o great appre-
ciable reduction, ' -

M Qure. You still have the “hold harmless™ provisions /

Dr. Bren. Yes sir.

My Qeik, And Youstill have the publie housing?

Dr. Bevr, That is right. T would point out hased upon other pro-
grams that we administer, and impuet aid has been there n long time,
thut T feel botter about the data base here than T do, for example, about
title T'in gotting those “hol] harmless™ provisions put into place at the
present time. Some of the new provisions in the handicapped part are
tlxo troublesome. so this is not the only challenge we have and we think
mavbe it is less difficult than some of the others.

Mr. Quir. Thank you. '

Mr Lenanay [presiding]. Mr. Pressler, T think vou were on deck,

Mr. Pressier. No questions,

Mro Lensa, Mr. Quie, do vou have any additional questions?

Mr. Qure. No. th®t isall,
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Mr. Lesoan. Mr, Hall,
Mr. Harr. No questions. Thank vou.
. Mr. Lemas. I just want to thank the Commissioner and his staff for
.being here, I certainly learned a lot this morning and learned more
than [ wanted to,
Dr. Beei. Thank yon, .
o Mr. Quie. Mr. Commissioner, do you have any tally on how many
congressional districts gain and how many congressional districts lose
if we went to the chairman’s bill; and, second, how many States gain
and how many States lose !
Dr. BEce, Do you have, Bill?
Mr. Storser. At this point, no, .
Mr. Quie. We have this big book here, and T thonght maybe you
counted them. , X
Dr. Bere. We brought you 3,000 pages of data but we don’t have
that once item,
Mr. Srorsrery It 1= in there, .
Dr. Beer, Mr. Stormer says it is in theve but we don’t have it on
the hottom line. -
Mr. Lennay, The subcommittee stands adjourned,
[ Wherenpon, at 10:25 aan., the subcommittee adjourned.]
[ Information submitted for inclusion in the record follows:|

.

U.S, SENaTe,
Washington, D.C'., May 1.3, 1973,
Hon, Cart. D PYRKINS,
Chairman, Houxe Edacation and Labor Committee,
Rayburn Building, Washington, 1.C,

DEAR Couarvay Preiiys: T have been advised that TLR. 3151 introdnced by
vou s presently under stndy by the Elenentary, Secondary, and Voeutional
Qdm'ution Sub-Cotne Ltee of House Education and Labor Committee, Being from
Worth Caroling. I wanted to take this opportunity to stress the importance of this
tegislution Lecause of the Inrge amount of military and federal property in our

~ State.

Many loent zovernments in ,\'nrl}l (‘arolina have depended n great deal on im-
piret aid i tinancing educntion, with this being more the cise in the nreas which
are near large military bases. For example, my home county of Harnett ix located
near Fort Bragg and Pope Air Foree Base, so we receive a substantial amonnt of
noney from impiet aid. A partial Joss of these funds would ultimately mean
either reduction of school progriums or additional revenue would hive to be
muade up through bhi “fixes. I think you wijll agree neither of these are
desirahle.

The current ree@ssion has already placed economie hardship on the American
prople nnd.local gdvernments, North Caroling risks losing millions of do}lars for
eduention when alfproatives available for maintaining and upgrading our public
school programs nfe very limited. Accordingly, 1 strongly urge you to persuade
the other committee members to give favornble consideration to I.IR. 5181 so
that Congress can hetter evaluiate the appropriations for impact aid and its im-
portance to loeal governments,

Ninverely,

ROBERT MORGAN,

)

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




